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ABSTRACT 

 Numerous studies have shown that bullying is a significant problem in schools.  

However, until recently, little attention has been given to the social context in which 

bullying occurs.  Although research exploring the peer group’s role in bullying has 

now begun to emerge, studies in the area have lacked a theoretical basis.  

Consequently, the current research explored whether the application of social identity 

theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorisation theory (SCT; Turner, 

Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) can help to explain the role the peer group 

plays in the problem of childhood bullying. 

 The first study in this program of research focussed on the development of two 

questionnaires, one assessing bullying and the other problem behaviours.  Items for 

these questionnaires were generated via focus groups and a review of relevant 

literature, before being piloted on 43 children (aged 9 to 13 years).  Two full-scale 

administrations of the questionnaires then occurred.  Three hundred and nineteen 

students (aged 9 to 13 years) and 19 teachers participated in the first administration, 

with a further 351 students (aged 8 to 14 years) and 17 teachers participating in the 

second.  During each administration, peer-, self-, and teacher-reports were collected.  

This process resulted in the development of the four-factor Bullying Questionnaire 

(BQ) and the three-factor Problem Behaviour Questionnaire (PBQ).  Results indicated 

these scales were both reliable and valid. 

 The BQ and PBQ were subsequently used in the second study, which explored 

whether a social identity perspective could assist in explaining bullying within 

naturally formed friendship groups.  Specifically, the relevance of the concepts of 

within-group similarity, group norms, group identification, and intra-group position 

(i.e., the relative prototypicality of group members) was explored.  Results revealed 
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that within-group similarities in bullying behaviour were apparent.  Further, children 

involved in bullying were likely to engage in other problem behaviours, with intra-

group homogeneity in such behaviours also being evident.  Greater involvement in 

bullying was also reported when 1) group norms endorsed such behaviour and 2) 

children were prototypical, rather than peripheral, members of bullying groups.  In 

contrast, group identification and the interaction of group identification and intra-group 

position did not contribute significantly to the prediction of bullying. 

 The final study utilised an experimental simulation to further explore the relevance 

of SIT and SCT to bullying.  Three hundred and fifty-six participants (aged 8 to 14 

years) were randomly assigned to teams for a drawing competition.  They were then 

provided with information regarding their team’s norms (bullying versus helping), 

their level of identification with the team (high versus low), and their position within 

the team (prototypical versus peripheral).  Subsequently, several situations involving 

the in- and out-group were described and the children were asked to rate the likelihood 

that they would become involved in bullying of the out-group.  As in Study 2, initial 

analyses revealed that group norms and intra-group position were associated with 

bullying behaviour, but group identification was not.  However, supplementary 

analyses did provide some indication that identification might also play a role in 

determining bullying behaviour. 

 Overall, these results supported the application of SIT and SCT to the problem of 

childhood bullying.  The findings of the current research have important implications 

for the way in which bullying is conceptualised, as well as for the development of anti-

bullying programs. 
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1.0 BULLYING IN SCHOOLS 

 Although systematic research into the problem of childhood bullying did not begin 

until the late 1970s, the past 25 years has seen a rapid expansion of interest in the area.  

Much of the research originated in Norway (Olweus, 1978), but investigations have 

now spread to the United Kingdom (Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Whitney & Smith, 

1993), the United States (Harachi, Catalano, & Hawkins, 1999; Hazler, Hoover, & 

Oliver, 1993; Oliver, Hoover, & Hazler, 1994; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988), Canada 

(O’Connell, Pepler, & Craig, 1999; Pepler, Craig, Ziegler, & Charach, 1994), Sweden, 

(Olweus, 1991), Finland (Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Berts, & King, 1982), Germany 

(Schuster, 1999; Wolke, Woods, Stanford, & Schulz, 2001), Italy (Baldry & 

Farrington, 1998, 1999, 2000), Greece (Andreou, 2000; Houndoumadi & Pateraki, 

2001; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001), and Australia (Rigby, 1997, 2000; Rigby & 

Slee, 1991). 

 Throughout this growth in research, a number of areas have been the focus of 

attention.  Initially, much effort was devoted to establishing the prevalence of bullying 

(e.g., Olweus, 1991; O’Moore & Hillery, 1989; Rigby & Slee, 1991; Slee & Rigby, 

1993a; Stephenson & Smith, 1989; Whitney & Smith, 1993).  Since these studies 

consistently showed a significant number of children to be involved in the problem, 

both as bullies and victims, research soon turned to investigating possible explanations 

for the bullying phenomenon.  This lead researchers to concentrate on two main areas: 

1) the individual attributes that characterise bullies and their victims (e.g., Berthold & 

Hoover, 2000; Olweus, 1978), and 2) the family characteristics typical of these 

children (Baldry & Farrington, 1998, 2000; Bowers, Smith, & Binney, 1992, 1994; 

Rigby, 1994).  Although such research provided important insights into peer 
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victimisation, it was limited by its focus on the individual, excluding any social aspects 

of the problem. 

 In recent years, attempts to overcome this shortcoming have begun, with the view 

of bullying as a social activity becoming the object of empirical research (e.g., Atlas & 

Pepler, 1998; Salmivalli, Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, Osterman, & Kaukiainen, 1996).  

However, such research has remained largely atheoretical.  Consequently, the main 

goal of the current research was to explore whether the application of social identity 

theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and self-categorisation theory (SCT; Turner, 

Hogg, Oakes, Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) could enhance understanding of the 

bullying phenomenon. 

 On this basis, Chapter 1 is dedicated to reviewing past research regarding bullying.  

A definition of the term bullying is first provided, followed by an overview of research 

relating to prevalence rates, individual and family characteristics of bullies and 

victims, and the role of the peer group in the problem.  Chapter 2 outlines the current 

methods used to assess bullying and the strengths and weaknesses of these.  Chapter 3 

provides a summary of SIT and SCT, before discussing the theories’ relevance to 

bullying.  An overview of the three empirical studies that make up the current research 

project is then provided in Chapter 4.  Chapters 5, 6, and 7 present these studies.  

Finally, Chapter 8 summarises the findings, outlining their impact on our 

understanding of bullying. 

1.1 Bullying Defined 

 Although various definitions of bullying exist in the literature, several criteria 

proposed by Olweus (1993a) appear to be commonly employed to define the 

phenomenon.  Olweus suggests that “a student is being bullied or victimised when he 

or she is exposed, repeatedly and over time, to negative actions on the part of one or 
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more other students” (p. 9).  Negative actions can take many forms, including physical 

aggression, verbal aggression, spreading rumours, or intentional exclusion from a 

group. 

 Olweus (1993a) further refines the term by arguing that it should only be used 

when the bully-victim relationship is characterised by an imbalance in strength (an 

asymmetric power relationship).  That is, the student who is victimised is somewhat 

helpless against the bully or bullies.  Again, this imbalance in power can take a variety 

of forms, including the victim being physically or mentally weaker than the 

perpetrator, or a difference in numbers, with several students ganging up against a 

single victim. 

 In addition to this broad definition, it is also useful to differentiate between several 

types of bullying behaviour.  One of the most commonly used distinctions is that made 

between direct and indirect bullying.  Direct bullying involves fairly overt attacks on 

the victim, for example, hitting or name-calling.  In contrast, indirect bullying is more 

covert, with the aggressor harming the victim circuitously in order to remain 

unidentified (Bjorkqvist, 1994).  Thus, indirect bullying can include behaviours such 

as persuading another person to hit or insult someone (Rigby, 1996).  More typically, 

indirect bullying is considered to be socially manipulative behaviour, such as 

excluding someone from a group or saying nasty things behind a person’s back.  

 A distinction between physical, verbal and relational forms of bullying has also 

been made (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995, 1996).  Physical bullying can include hitting, 

spitting, or throwing stones, whereas verbal bullying can take the form of name-calling 

and verbal insults.  In contrast, relational aggression harms others through hurtful 

manipulation of, or damage to, their peer relationships (Crick & Grotpeter, 1996).  

Although this form of aggression can be considered conceptually distinct from that of 



Bullying in Schools  4 

indirect aggression (Crick, Werner, et al., 1999; Hawker & Boulton, 2000), the items 

used to assess these two forms of aggression often display significant overlap.  Despite 

this, differences in the use of the terms are discernible.  When assessing relational 

aggression, some researchers include only those behaviours that explicitly target 

relationships (e.g., exclusion and isolation), omitting those that may indirectly harm 

friendships (e.g., spreading rumours and telling lies behind someone’s’ back).  

Accordingly, in the current review, the term “relational bullying” will be used in this 

restricted sense, whereas “indirect bullying” will include a wider range of behaviours 

(i.e., relational bullying as well as behaviours such as rumour-spreading). 

1.2 Prevalence of Bullying 

 In 1983, Norway’s Ministry of Education commissioned a landmark survey to 

determine the prevalence of bullying in Norwegian schools.  Over 130,000 students in 

Grades 1 to 9 (aged approximately 7 to 16 years) participated in this nationwide study.  

Students were provided with a definition of bullying (including physical and verbal 

forms) and then asked to report the frequency with which they had either bullied or 

been bullied in the autumn school term.  Based on the survey results, Olweus (1991, 

1993a, 1995, 1997) reported that some 15% of students in primary and lower 

secondary school were involved in the bully-victim problem.  Approximately 9% 

reported being bullied and 7% reported bullying others “now and then” or more often.  

Using stricter criteria of “once a week” or more, 3% were considered victims and 2% 

bullies.  

 Since this survey, research regarding the prevalence of bully-victim problems has 

grown rapidly.  Prevalence studies have been conducted in a multitude of countries 

including Ireland (O’Moore & Hillery, 1989), the United Kingdom (Boulton & 

Underwood, 1992; Siann, Callaghan, Glissov, Lockhart, & Rawson, 1994; Stephenson 
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& Smith, 1989; Whitney & Smith, 1993), Germany (Schuster, 1999; Wolke et al., 

2001), Italy (Baldry & Farrington, 1998, 1999, 2000), Greece (Andreou, 2000; 

Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001), the United States (Berthold & Hoover, 2000; Haynie 

et al., 2001; Nansel et al., 2001; Perry, Kusel, & Perry, 1988; Seals & Young, 2003), 

and Australia (Rigby & Slee, 1991; Slee, 1995; Slee & Rigby, 1993a).  Although these 

studies provide valuable information, comparison of prevalence rates is extremely 

difficult due to the differing assessment techniques utilised.  That is, the studies vary in 

terms of the types of bullying considered, the source of information (self, peers, or 

teachers), the time period considered (e.g., school career, the current school year, or 

the current school term), and the frequency of bullying (e.g., “now and then”, “pretty 

often”, “sometimes”, or “once a week or more”). 

 Due to these differences, estimates of prevalence rates have varied widely.  When 

considering students who are victims of bullying, rates as high as 60.5% have been 

reported (Borg, 1999).  In the study that obtained this result, participants were aged 

between 9 and 14 years and the experience of being bullied was assessed via self-

reports.  A definition of bullying that included physical and verbal forms was 

presented to participants, and the rate of 60.5% reflected the percentage of students 

who reported being bullied at least once since the beginning of the school year (a 

period of approximately 6 months).  In contrast, as mentioned previously, Olweus 

(1991, 1993a, 1995, 1997) has reported rates as low as 3% using a criterion of “once a 

week” or more during the current school term.  Similarly, the percentage of children 

found to bully others has varied greatly.  O’Moore and Hillery (1989) utilised self-

report methodology to assess the prevalence of bullying, the definition of which 

included “mental or physical” (p. 431) violence, amongst 7- to 13-year-olds.  When the 

number of students who had bullied another child “once or twice” or “sometimes” 
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during their entire school career was considered, a prevalence rate of 45.8% was 

found.  When only frequent bullying (i.e., “once a week” or more) during the current 

school term was assessed, this rate dropped to 1.8%. 

 In recent years, researchers have also begun to explore how many children are 

bully-victims (i.e., children who bully others and are also bullied themselves).  Again, 

a range of prevalence rates has been reported.  Typically, between 1% and 7% of all 

children have been found to be bully-victims (Boulton & Smith, 1994; Karatzias, 

Power, & Swanson, 2002; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Pelligrini, Bartini, & 

Brooks, 1999; Rigby, 1994; Seals & Young, 2003; Solberg & Olweus, 2003; Wolke et 

al., 2001) although Andreou (2000) reported a higher rate of 18.2%.  When only 

considering children classified as bullies or victims, Solberg and Olweus reported that 

16% of victims also bullied others and 25% of bullies were victimised (based on a 

criteria of “2 or 3 times a month” for both bullying and victimisation).  When a more 

lenient criterion is utilised (i.e., bullying and victimisation only “once or twice” or 

“sometimes”), studies have shown between 53% and 65% of bullies are also victims 

and between 36% and 66% of victims are also bullies (Baldry & Farrington, 1998; 

Haynie et al., 2001; O’Moore & Hillery, 1989).  

 Regardless of the variability in prevalence rates, one fact is important to note.  That 

is, all studies find a substantial number of students to be involved in the problem of 

bullying, whether it is as a bully, a victim, or both. 

 In addition to studying overall prevalence, the frequency of different types of 

bullying behaviours has been investigated, with most of these studies gathering data 

from the victims of bullying.  Whitney and Smith (1993) utilised a sample of 8- to 16-

year-olds and found that 50% of students who were victimised reported being called 

names (excluding names about race or colour) and 36% reported being physically hurt.  
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After these, the next most frequent types of bullying experienced were being 

threatened (30%), having rumours spread about the victim (26%), having no-one talk 

to the victim (18%), being called nasty names about race or colour (15%), and having 

belongings taken away (15%).  Borg (1999), with a sample of 9- to 14-year-olds, 

reported the most common forms of victimisation to be lying about the victim (49.7% 

of victims), name-calling (47.7% of victims) and beating (35% of victims).  A number 

of other studies have also found name-calling/teasing, spreading rumours and physical 

attacks to be among the most common forms of bullying reported by victims (Boulton 

& Underwood, 1992; Karatzias et al., 2002; O’Moore & Hillery, 1989; Pateraki & 

Houndoumadi, 2001; Wolke et al., 2001). 

 Fewer studies have investigated the frequency of different forms of bullying from 

the bully’s perspective.  Two that have suggest that, although victims often report 

name-calling to be more frequent than physical bullying, bullies report the opposite 

pattern (Borg, 1999; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001).  For example, Borg found that 

48.7% of bullies reported beating up their victims, whereas only 26.2% reported 

calling them names.  Further, 32.9% stated they isolated their victims, making this 

form of indirect bullying also more frequent than name-calling. 

 In addition to the studies discussed thus far, which provide a useful overview of the 

prevalence of bullying, researchers have also investigated the influence of age and 

gender on prevalence rates.  Such research can begin to provide a more detailed 

understanding of the phenomenon.   

1.2.1 Age Trends in Bullying 

 Research suggests that the prevalence of victimisation decreases with age.  Olweus 

(1993a, 1997) reported that, in Norway, 17.5% of boys in Grade 2 were the target of 

bullying, with this rate decreasing gradually to 6.4% by Grade 9.  A similar pattern 
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occurred for girls, with victimisation decreasing from 16% in Grade 2 to 3% in Grade 

9.  This downward trend has also been replicated in several other studies (Borg, 1999; 

Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Whitney & Smith, 1993). 

 Results from Rigby (1996, 1997) also supported the general decrease in bullying 

with age, with one exception: there was an increase at the age of 13 to 14 years, a time 

when children had recently started secondary school.  Solberg and Olweus (2003) also 

reported a slight deviation from the downward trend during the first year of secondary 

school (i.e., when participants were 14 years of age).  One possible explanation for this 

pattern is that when children move from primary to secondary school, their relative age 

position in the school hierarchy changes.  Thus, children in the lower grades at 

secondary school have an increased risk of being bullied because of the large number 

of older students (Smith, Madsen, & Moody, 1999).  Such an argument has received 

support from research showing that bullying often involves older children bullying 

younger ones (e.g., Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Whitney & Smith, 1993). 

 However, Salmivalli (2002) has recently suggested that this overall age decline in 

bullying may be restricted to self-reported victimisation.  Using a peer-nomination 

inventory to assess victimisation in Grade 3 to 6 students, Perry et al. (1988) found no 

age-related decrease.  In contrast, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, and Lagerspetz (1998) also 

used a peer-nomination strategy and did find a decrease in the prevalence of 

victimisation, from 11.7% during sixth grade to 5.4% during eighth grade.  However, 

this study was longitudinal in nature, compared to Perry et al.’s cross-sectional design, 

and in an article published in 2002, Salmivalli herself suggests “it is difficult to say 

whether the drop reflects an age-related developmental change, or whether it is a sign 

of a change that has taken place over the years in Finnish school” (p. 270). 
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 Subsequently, Salmivalli (2002) investigated further whether the self-reported age 

decline in victimisation was replicated when using peer- and teacher-reports.  Results 

from this cross-sectional study of Grade 4 to 6 students revealed that when peer-

nominations were used, the prevalence of victimisation did not decrease across the 

grades (3.5%, 2.9%, and 3.8% for Grades 4, 5, and 6, respectively).  No age-related 

change was found for teacher-nominations either, with 4.3% of Grade 4, 4.7% of 

Grade 5, and 5.7% of Grade 6 students identified as victims using this method.  

However, consistent with other studies using self-reports, a decline was found utilising 

this methodology (i.e., from 21.8% in Grade 4 to 14.2% in Grade 5 to 12.8% in Grade 

6).  In combination, these findings suggest that the subjective experience of being a 

victim, or the willingness to self-report victimisation, may decrease with age, but the 

percentage of students judged by teachers and peers to be victims remains stable.  

 With regard to the relationship between age and involvement in bullying others, 

conflicting results have been obtained.  Olweus (1991) reported bullying, assessed via 

self-reports, to be fairly constant across the ages, although there was a marked decrease 

in the first year of high school (i.e., Grade 7), particularly for boys.  This finding is 

consistent with the argument presented previously, that relative age in the peer 

hierarchy is related to children’s involvement in bullying.  That is, the decrease in 

Grade 7 may reflect the fact that these students were the youngest in their schools and 

did not have access to victims in lower grades. 

 Other studies utilising a similar methodology to Olweus (1991) support the 

proposition that bullying remains constant across the ages, but do not replicate the 

decrease Olweus found during the first year of high school.  For example, Whitney and 

Smith (1993) found the incidence of bullying to show little fluctuation, ranging 

between only 1% and 4% through primary and secondary school.  Findings by Borg 
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(1999) and Flouri and Buchanan (2003) are also in line with the contention that there is 

no association between age and bullying others. 

 In contrast, Rigby (1997) did find an age-related trend, but again this did not 

correspond with Olweus’ (1991) result.  Overall, Rigby found that as age increased, 

there was a general decline in the number of students who reported bullying others.  

However, if only “frequent” bullying (i.e., bullying that occurred “once a week or 

more”) was considered, involvement appeared to increase in the first year of high 

school (i.e., when children were 13 to 14 years of age), in contrast to Olweus’ reported 

decrease at this period, and then peak in the 15 to 16 year age group.  This pattern was 

particularly evident for boys. 

 Finally, Solberg and Olweus (2003) reported a general trend for bullying to 

increase with age.  A more detailed breakdown of the results showed that, for girls, 

bullying increased during late primary school and the first year of high school (i.e., 

from ages 11 to 14) before decreasing slightly at age 15.  For boys, the increase 

continued from age 14 to 15. 

 In sum, research shows that self-reported victimisation decreases with age.  

However, preliminary results suggest this downward trend does not occur when peer- 

or teacher-reports are used.  In addition, no consistent pattern has so far emerged 

between age and the prevalence of bullying others.  Further research is needed to 

clarify the relationship between these variables. 

1.2.2 Gender and the Prevalence of Bullying 

 It is also important to take gender into account when considering the prevalence of 

bullying.  In general, research suggests that boys are more involved than girls in 

bullying, as bullies, victims, and bully-victims (Berthold & Hoover, 2000; Bjorkqvist, 

Ekman, & Lagerspetz, 1982; Borg, 1999; Boulton & Underwood, 1992; Haynie et al., 
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2001; Lagerspetz et al.; 1982; Olweus, 1993a, 1997; O’Moore & Hillery, 1989; 

Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Rigby, 1998b; Rigby & Slee, 1991; Solberg & 

Olweus, 2003; Whitney & Smith, 1993; Wolke et al., 2001).  However, such a 

statement is an oversimplification of the problem. Bullying can take many forms and 

these must be considered when gender issues are discussed. 

 In terms of direct bullying, research does support the contention that males are 

more likely than females to display this kind of aggression, as well as be the victims of 

such behaviour (Baldry & Farrington, 1999; Bjorkqvist, Lagerspetz, & Kaukiainen, 

1992; Borg, 1999; Crick, 1997; Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick, Casas, & Ku, 1999; 

Crick & Grotpeter, 1995, 1996; Flouri & Buchanan, 2003; Lagerspetz & Bjorkqvist, 

1994; Lagerspetz, Bjorkqvist, & Peltonen, 1988; Mynard & Joseph, 2000; Nansel et 

al., 2001; Olweus, 1994; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Rivers & Smith, 1994; 

Schafer, Werner, & Crick, 2002; Schwartz, Farver, Chang, & Lee-Shin, 2002; Siann et 

al., 1994; Smith & Sharp, 1994; Tapper & Boulton, 2004; Whitney & Smith, 1993).  

Typically, the forms of direct aggression assessed in these studies are either purely 

physical or also include verbal forms.  This gender difference has been found with 

children of differing ages (i.e., from preschool to secondary school) and with data 

collected from differing sources (i.e., self-, peer-, and teacher-reports).  

 However, when verbal bullying is assessed by itself, rather than in combination 

with physical forms of aggression, the gender difference is not as clear.  A study by 

Borg (1999) of 9- to 14-year-olds did find that male bullies reported engaging in name-

calling more than female bullies and that male victims also reported being exposed to 

this form of bullying more frequently than females.  In contrast, Ahmad and Smith 

(1994) found that females engaged in more verbal bullying than males.  Studies by 

Pateraki and Houndoumadi (2001), Smith and Sharp (1994), and Whitney and Smith 
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(1993) also found that females are more likely than males to be victimised by verbal 

means.  Several other studies suggest there is no gender difference in the level of 

verbal bullying to which victims are exposed (Baldry & Farrington, 1999; Boulton & 

Underwood, 1992; Mynard & Joseph, 1997) or in which bullies engage (Atlas & 

Pepler, 1998).  It thus remains unclear as to whether verbal bullying is more typical of 

males or females. 

 Further, it is often argued that indirect forms of bullying occur more frequently 

among females than males and, indeed, much research has supported this argument.  

That is, studies focussing on indirect bullying, as well as the narrower concept of 

relational bullying, have found that females are more likely than males to bully others, 

and be bullied, via such means (Bjorkqvist et al., 1992; Borg, 1999; Crick, 1997; Crick 

& Bigbee, 1998; Crick, Casas, et al., 1999; Crick, Casas, & Mosher, 1997; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Lagerspetz & Bjorkqvist, 1994; Lagerspetz et al., 1988; Mynard & 

Joseph, 2000; Nansel et al., 2001; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001; Rivers & Smith, 

1994; Schafer et al., 2002; Smith & Sharp, 1994; Whitney & Smith, 1993). 

 However, a smaller number of studies have also found no gender difference in the 

frequency with which children engaged in indirect bullying (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; 

Schwartz et al., 2002) or were victimised by such means (Baldry & Farrington, 1999; 

Crick & Grotpeter, 1996; Schwartz et al., 2002).  One possible explanation for these 

discrepant findings is that gender differences in indirect aggression occur only with 

increasing age.  Bjorkqvist et al. (1992) showed that at age 8, there was no significant 

difference between the genders in the level of indirect aggression displayed.  In 

contrast, at 11 and 15 years of age, indirect aggression was clearly more prevalent 

among girls than boys.  Ahmad and Smith (1994) also found that in middle school 

(i.e., 8 to 11 years of age), being victimised via indirect means was slightly more 
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common for boys than girls.  However, in secondary school (i.e., 11 to 16 years of 

age), this trend had reversed, with females much more likely to be bullied indirectly.  

Thus, it is possible that gender differences in indirect bullying are more likely to 

emerge from age 11 onwards and, for studies showing no gender difference, the age of 

participants should be considered. 

 For example, since Crick and Grotpeter’s (1996) study involved primary-school 

children aged 8 to 11 years, the gender difference in indirect bullying generally found 

may not have emerged because of the restricted age range.  This may also be the case 

in Atlas and Pepler’s (1998) study of 6- to 11-year-old children and Schwartz et al.’s 

(2002) study, involving children aged 10 to 12 years.  In contrast, based on the age of 

students participating in Baldry and Farrington’s (1999) study (i.e., 11- to 14-year 

olds), a gender difference would have been expected.  Closer inspection of the results 

reveals that, although not significant, the trend was in the expected direction, with 

74.1% of female victims reporting being indirectly bullied, compared to 68.8% of 

males. 

 Thus, these results suggest that the form that bullying takes must be considered in 

order for the relationship between gender and bullying to be fully understood.  Studies 

that assess only the more overt forms of bullying, particularly physical forms, may be 

underestimating females’ involvement in the problem.  Clearly, it is vital that more 

covert types of bullying be assessed if females’ involvement is to be accurately 

measured. 

1.2.3 Conclusions 

 Research has shown bullying to be a significant problem in schools.  Although 

much research suggests that the number of children victimised decreases with age, 

recent studies have raised questions as to whether this is an artefact of self-report 
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methodologies.  Thus, further research using alternative assessment methods is needed.  

Similarly, further research is required to clarify the age pattern for involvement in 

bullying others.  In addition to age, it is important to consider the variable of gender 

when assessing bullying.  Boys typically engage in, and are the victims of, more 

physical aggression than girls.  In contrast, much research suggests that girls are more 

likely than boys to be involved in indirect or relational forms of bullying, although it 

appears this trend is more likely to occur from age 11 onwards.  With regard to verbal 

bullying, inconsistent results regarding gender are apparent.  Consequently, future 

research that attempts to reconcile the disparate findings would be beneficial. 

1.3 Individual Characteristics of Bullies and Victims 

 Although prevalence studies were initially the main focus of bullying research, 

studies attempting to explain why bullying occurred soon began to appear.  The 

individual characteristics of both bullies and victims were explored as these were 

thought to potentially predispose children towards bullying others or becoming 

victims.  Many variables have been studied in both bullies and victims, with physical 

characteristics, personality factors, social-cognitive factors and peer relations receiving 

most attention. 

1.3.1 Bullies 

 1.3.1.1 Physical characteristics   

 The main variable of interest when investigating the physical characteristics of 

bullies is their strength.  Olweus (1978) found that, amongst boys, bullies were likely 

to be physically stronger than boys in general, as well as being clearly stronger than 

their victims.  With a combined sample of boys and girls, Lagerspetz et al. (1982) also 

found that 10 out of 27 bullies were rated as physically strong by their teacher.  This 

proportion was significantly greater than that found for well-adjusted children.  
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Further, Atlas and Pepler (1998) found that bullies in the classroom were frequently 

rated by independent observers as being taller and heavier than their victims.  Thus, 

having a physical advantage over children in general, and victims in particular, appears 

to be a factor that increases the chances of a child being a bully. 

 1.3.1.2 Personality factors 

 Olweus (1997) suggests that “a commonly held view among psychologists and 

psychiatrists is that individuals who exhibit aggressive and tough behaviour are 

actually insecure ‘under the surface’” (p. 500).  Thus, it might be hypothesised that 

bullies suffer from low self-esteem and anxiety.  However, available evidence 

regarding the level of self-esteem bullies possess is inconclusive.  A study by O’Moore 

and Kirkham (2001) did show that children who bullied others had lower global self-

esteem than those who did not bully.  Further, the more frequently children bullied, the 

lower their self-esteem.  Several other studies, have also reported bullying to be 

associated with lower levels of global self-worth (Andreou, 2000, 2001; Austin & 

Joseph, 1996; Christie-Mizell, 2003; Mynard & Joseph, 1997), as well as lower self-

worth in the specific domains of scholastic competence, social acceptance and 

behavioural conduct (Andreou, 2000; Austin & Joseph, 1996; Ma, 2001).  

 In contrast, Olweus (1978) found that bullies did not suffer from lower self-esteem 

than children in general.  Studies by Boulton and Smith (1994), Karatzias et al., 

(2002), Rigby and Cox (1996), Seals and Young (2003) and Slee and Rigby (1993b) 

have supported this result, finding that bullying is not associated with low self-esteem. 

Kaukiainen et al. (2002) even found a positive relationship between bullying and self-

esteem, although when the genders were analysed separately, this held true only for 

boys, not girls.  
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 There has been some criticism, however, of the research in this area because of its 

almost exclusive reliance on self-report measures of self-esteem.  Kaukiainen et al. 

(2002) stated that “it can be questioned whether a favourable self-estimation always 

indicates a high self-esteem.  High regard of the self can, of course, be a manifestation 

of genuine high self-esteem, but it can also reflect an aggrandizing view of self” (p. 

271).  Such arguments suggest that self-esteem needs to be assessed by means other 

than self-report.  One study that has done this was conducted by Salmivalli, 

Kaukiainen, Kaistaniemi, and Lagerspetz (1999).  Self-esteem was measured using 

both peer- and self-reports, and defensive egotism (i.e., a grandiose but fragile view of 

the self) was also assessed via self-report.  Results revealed bullies to have slightly 

above average self-esteem, as rated by both the self and peers, again conflicting with 

the suggestion that bullies have low self-esteem.  However, bullies were found to be 

high on defensive egotism, suggesting that it is this self-enhancing attitude that 

differentiates them from non-aggressive children.  Further research replicating this 

result would be beneficial. 

 In terms of the anxiety levels of bullies, results are more clear cut, refuting the 

hypothesis that bullies are anxious individuals.  For example, Olweus (1978) found 

that, based on self-reports of anxiety, bullies were less anxious than both victims and 

well-adjusted children.  Based on mothers’ reports of anxiety, bullies also did not 

significantly differ from well-adjusted children.  Results from Lagerspetz et al. (1982) 

and Craig (1998) also indicated that children classified as bullies did not suffer from 

higher than normal levels of anxiety.  

 There is some evidence, however, that bullies experience more depressive 

symptoms than comparison children.  Roland (2002a) found a significant positive 

correlation between bullying others and depression, for both boys and girls.  Results 
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from Roland (2002b) and Seals and Young (2003) supported this finding, showing that 

bullies reported higher levels of depressive symptomatology than children not involved 

in bullying.  Further, in Roland’s (2002b) study, bullies were found to report greater 

suicidal ideation than uninvolved children.  Rigby (1998b) also found this to be the 

case for boys, but not girls. 

 However, these results were based on cross-sectional studies and therefore do not 

indicate whether depression leads to bullying or is a result of such behaviour.  A 

longitudinal study conducted by Sourander, Helstela, Helenius, and Piha (2000) 

provides some evidence that depression is a precursor of bullying.  That is, they found 

that the depression levels of children at age 8 were associated with bullying at age 16.  

Esplage, Bosworth, and Simon (2001) also found that, for children in Grade 6, levels 

of depression were significantly related to bullying behaviour 4 months later.  Thus, 

there is evidence that depression predates bullying, although the mechanisms 

underlying this association remain to be explored. 

 Another personality variable that has been investigated in relation to bullying 

others is attitude towards violence.  Perhaps unsurprisingly, bullies have been found to 

have a positive attitude toward violence.  Based on results from 10 bullies, 9 victims, 

and 59 controls, all of which were male, Olweus (1978) reported that bullies agreed 

more strongly than the other two groups with statements indicating a positive attitude 

towards involvement in physical aggression (e.g., “fighting is often the best way of 

solving conflicts”).  Using a larger sample of 434 participants, that included both 

males and females, Lagerspetz et al. (1982) confirmed Olweus’ result, showing that 

bullies had a more positive attitude toward aggression than victims, well-adjusted 

children, and randomly selected controls.  More recent studies by Bosworth, Esplage, 
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and Simon (1999) and Esplage et al. (2001) have also found a positive correlation 

between bullying and beliefs supportive of violence. 

 Finally, studies also suggest that bullying is related to Machiavellian tendencies.  

Machiavellianism is defined as “an attitudinal personality predisposition to see people 

as manipulable in interpersonal situations” (Sutton & Keogh, 2000, p. 445).  In a study 

involving students aged between 8 and 13 years, Sutton and Keogh found that bullies 

reported higher levels of Machiavellianism than children not involved in bullying.  

Andreou (2000), using a similar age group, also found bullying to be positively 

associated with higher scores on Machiavellianism.  Thus, it appears that bullies view 

other children as able to be manipulated. 

 1.3.1.3 Social-cognitive factors 

 In the last 5 years, the social-cognitive characteristics of bullies have received 

increasing research attention.  Results indicating that bullies view other children as 

manipulable (Andreou, 2000; Sutton & Keogh, 2000) raise the question as to whether 

bullies also possess the social skills that would allow them to successfully enact such 

manipulation.  A study by Kaukiainen et al. (1999) investigated the relationship 

between social intelligence and physical, verbal and indirect forms of aggression.  Peer 

assessments were used to assess four components of social intelligence: person 

perception (e.g., “notices easily if others lie”), social flexibility (e.g., “easily 

accommodates to new people and new situations”), accomplishment of one’s own 

social goals (e.g., “knows how to get his/her wishes carried out”), and behavioural 

outcomes (e.g., “knows how to get others to laugh”).  Results revealed that, after 

partialling out the other two forms of aggression, indirect aggression was positively 

associated with social intelligence.  Physical and verbal forms of aggression were not.  

These findings are not surprising as a number of authors have argued that indirect 
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forms of aggression, or the harming of others through social manipulation, are likely to 

require greater social intelligence than either physical or verbal aggression 

(Kaukiainen et al., 1999; Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & Lagerspetz, 1998; Sutton, Smith, 

& Swettenham, 1999).  

 In a study that focussed specifically on bullying, Sutton et al. (1999) assessed the 

relationship between children’s social-cognitive ability, operationalised as the ability 

to understand the mental states and emotions of others, and their physical, verbal and 

relational bullying behaviour.  Results showed that, overall, bullying was significantly 

positively correlated with social cognition scores.  However, when specific types of 

bullying were investigated separately, verbal bullying, but not relational or physical 

bullying, was associated with social-cognitive ability.  The lack of a relationship 

between relational bullying and social intelligence may be due, in part, to the use of 

teacher reports to assess bullying.  That is, the often covert nature of relational bullying 

means that teachers may underestimate children’s engagement in this behaviour.  

Research using peer- or self-reports of bullying may find a stronger link between 

social intelligence and relational bullying.  Nonetheless, these findings suggest bullies 

possess social-cognitive abilities that give them an advantage over their victims. 

 However, other researchers reject the notion that “competent cognitions can result 

in incompetent behaviours” (Crick & Dodge, 1999, p. 131).  Rather, they focus on the 

social skills deficit model of aggression, which stems from Crick and Dodge’s (1994) 

theory of social-information processing.  This theory proposes that aggression occurs 

because of biases at one or more points during social-information processing; that is, 

during encoding, interpretation, goal selection, response generation, response 

selection, or behavioural enactment.  Although this theory may be useful when 
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explaining aggressive behaviour in general, little research has explored whether it is 

also applicable to bullying.  

 As reported previously, Sutton et al. (1999) assessed children’s ability to 

understand the mental states and emotions of others.  This skill would appear to be 

most closely linked to the social-information processing steps of encoding and 

interpretation.  Thus, Sutton et al.’s results provide preliminary evidence that bullies 

do not experience deficits in these areas. 

 However, other studies suggest response generation and response selection may be 

more problematic.  For example, in a study by Slee (1993) involving only male 

participants, children were presented with a story involving a conflict between an 

imaginary peer and themselves and asked to generate solutions to the conflict.  Bullies 

were found to generate fewer solutions than “normal” children, although the difference 

was not significant.  Furthermore, members of both groups tended to select non-

aggression as the best solution to the problem.  Where the groups did differ, however, 

was in their choice of the second best solution, with bullies more likely to select 

aggression and “normal” children non-aggression.  

 Camodeca, Goosens, Schuengel, and Terwogt (2003) also found some evidence 

that bullies experience problems at the response generation stage of social-information 

processing.  In response to imaginary situations in which the participant was the target 

of a peer’s provocation, bullies were found to respond with less assertive behaviour 

than children not involved in bullying.  No differences on aggressive responses were 

found.  Further, in ambiguous situations (i.e., when the intent of the perpetrator was 

unclear), children who were stably involved in bullying throughout the study (i.e., over 

a 1-year period) gave more irrelevant answers than unstable bullies.  This suggested 
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that children involved in bullying others over an extended period of time had 

difficulties generating appropriate solutions to deal with possible conflict. 

 Thus, although some research suggests bullies may be socially skilled 

manipulators, other results indicate social deficits amongst these children.  

Subsequently, Kaukiainen et al. (2002) conducted a study in which it was proposed 

that there may be two distinct groups of bullies, one consisting of children with 

learning disabilities and concurrent low social abilities and another consisting of 

children who were not unskilled in either of these areas.  The four components of 

social intelligence assessed by Kaukiainen et al. (1999) were again measured in this 

later study (i.e., person perception, social flexibility, accomplishment of one’s own 

social goals, and behavioural outcomes).  Results supported the hypothesis, with two 

separate clusters of children found to bully others.  The first cluster, labelled LD 

(Learning Disability) children, scored low on social intelligence and learning skills and 

high on self-concept.  The second cluster, labelled Skilled Children I, had average 

scores on social intelligence, high self-concept scores, and above average learning 

skills.  Thus, both socially skilled and unskilled bullies were found, a distinction that 

may prove useful in future research investigating bullies’ social-cognitive abilities. 

 1.3.1.4 Peer relations 

  Another common belief about bullies is that they are unpopular with other children 

because of their aggressive behaviour.  Indeed, several studies have found aggression 

and bullying to be positively correlated with peer rejection (Pelligrini et al., 1999; 

Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, & Lagerspetz, 2000; Schuster, 1999; Schwartz, 2000).  

Further, Lagerspetz et al. (1982) found bullies to be less popular than well-adjusted or 

randomly selected peers, although still more popular than victims.  In contrast, Slee 

and Rigby (1993a) found that, for males, the tendency to bully was positively 
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associated with popularity, and Nansel et al. (2001) found bullying to be associated 

with greater ease of making friends.   

 Other research also suggests that bullies can have friendship networks.  For 

example, Cairns, Cairns, Neckerman, Gest, and Gariepy (1988) found there was no 

difference between aggressive children and controls in the number of reciprocated 

friends they had.  In addition, the two types of children had friendship networks of 

equal size.  Boulton (1999) also found that, although female bullying was associated 

with smaller peer networks, male bullying was actually associated with larger 

networks.  Based on data from seven countries, Eslea et al. (2003) also reported that no 

social disadvantages (e.g., lack of friends or isolation) were associated with being 

classed as a bully.   

 A possible explanation for these contrasting results may be that, although bullies 

do not achieve broad-based peer acceptance, they still have a group of friends who like 

them.  This explanation receives support from research regarding the social status of 

bullies.  Such research determines children’s status as either rejected, controversial, 

popular, average or neglected, based on peer reports.  Although research has shown 

aggression to be related to rejected status, controversial children (i.e., children who 

score highly on both acceptance and rejection) have also been found to be more likely 

to engage in bullying (Boulton & Smith, 1994; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Perry et al., 

1988).  These findings suggest that bullies are not rejected by the entire social 

structure.  Rather, although they might be disliked by some children, they are able to 

form friendship networks with others.  These networks might then support the bully 

and reinforce his/her bullying behaviour, a possibility that will be discussed further 

later in this chapter. 
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1.3.2 Victims 

 1.3.2.1 Physical characteristics 

 It is often thought that certain overt characteristics, such as being fat or wearing 

glasses, increase the likelihood of victimisation.  Although there is some support for 

this hypothesis, results are inconsistent as to exactly which characteristics are 

important.  Using a sample of boys, Olweus (1978) asked teachers to rate whether each 

student was deviant on the following characteristics: physical disabilities or problems 

with sight, hearing or speech, obesity, appearance, skin colour, personal hygiene, facial 

expression, posture and dress.  When considering the total number of deviations a 

child possessed, victims were found to have more deviations than bullies and control 

children (i.e., those not involved in bullying).  However, when each characteristic was 

analysed separately, although there was a tendency for victims to be rated as more 

deviant than control children and bullies, the differences were typically weak and non-

significant.   

 In contrast, Lowenstein (1978) found several characteristics to differentiate victims 

and non-victims.  Ratings made by teachers and psychologists indicated that victims 

were viewed as being less attractive and having more odd mannerisms than non-

victims.  Further, Lagerspetz et al. (1982) found that obesity and other handicaps (i.e., 

physical handicaps, defects of eye sight, hearing or speech), as rated by teachers, were 

more frequent among victims than well-adjusted pupils, a finding that contradicts 

Olweus’ (1978) earlier work. 

 One physical characteristic that has consistently been found to be associated with 

victimisation is lack of physical strength.  Olweus (1978) found that male victims were 

rated by teachers as being physically weaker than children in general.  Lagerspetz et al. 

(1982) also found victims to be rated as significantly weaker than well-adjusted 
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children, using a sample of both boys and girls.  Stephenson and Smith (1989) reported 

similar findings.  Finally, longitudinal research by Hodges and Perry (1999) showed 

that a child’s peer-rated physical strength at the beginning of the study was a 

significant predictor of victimisation 1 year later.  That is, physical weakness was 

associated with an increased likelihood of being victimised. 

 1.3.2.2 Personality factors 

 One of the characteristics of victims most consistently reported in the literature is 

their low level of self-regard or self-esteem.  Olweus (1978) found that male victims 

suffered from lower self-esteem than children in general.  Lagerspetz et al. (1982) 

supported this result, finding victims to have lower self-esteem than bullies, well-

adjusted children and randomly selected controls.  Numerous other studies have 

replicated the association between low self-esteem or self-worth and victimisation 

(Andreou, 2000, 2001; Austin & Joseph, 1996; Baldry & Farrington, 1998; Boulton & 

Smith, 1994; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Karatzias et al., 2002; Mynard & Joseph, 

1997; Neary & Joseph, 1994; O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001; Prinstein, Boergers, & 

Vernberg, 2001; Slee & Rigby, 1993a). 

 Anxiety and depression also appear to be characteristic of children who are 

victimised.  Olweus (1978) found male victims were rated by both their mothers and 

themselves as more anxious than bullies and children not involved in bullying.  Studies 

focussing on social anxiety have produced similar results.  For example, Crick and 

Grotpeter (1996) found both overt and relational victimisation to be related to self-

reported social anxiety.  Similarly, Craig (1998) showed that victims reported greater 

social anxiety than bullies and children not involved in bullying.  Results of a meta-

analysis by Hawker and Boulton (2000) also confirmed the association between both 

general and social anxiety and victimisation. 
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 With regard to depression, Bjorkqvist et al. (1982) conducted a study that revealed 

victims to be more depressed than bullies and randomly selected control children.  

Craig (1998) and Seals and Young (2003) also found victims to report greater levels of 

depression than children not involved in bullying.  Further studies by Austin and 

Joseph (1996), Crick and Grotpeter (1996) and Neary and Joseph (1994) have all 

found increasing levels of victimisation to be associated with increasing levels of 

depression.  Hawker and Boulton’s (2000) meta-analysis confirmed this association.   

 However, the results discussed thus far regarding self-esteem, anxiety and 

depression, are based solely on cross-sectional studies.  Such a design means that these 

studies cannot answer the question of whether internalising adjustment problems lead 

to victimisation or are a result of continued bullying over time.  Recent longitudinal 

studies shed some light on this issue.   

 A study by Schwartz, McFadyen-Ketchum, Dodge, Petit, and Bates (1998), 

involving children aged 8 to 9 years of age, assessed victimisation and internalising 

adjustment problems (i.e., withdrawal, anxiety/depression, and somatic complaints) 

over a 2-year period.  Results revealed that levels of victimisation at the beginning of 

the study were weakly related to teacher-reports of internalising problems at the end of 

the study (r = .11) and were unrelated to mothers’ reports.  

 Other studies have found stronger relationships between the variables and suggest 

internalising problems are both an antecedent and consequence of victimisation.  For 

example, Egan and Perry (1998) assessed children in Grades 3 to 7 over a period of 

almost 6 months.  Peer-assessments were used to determine victimisation and 

internalising problems (i.e., withdrawal, anxiety/depression, and hovering peer entry 

style).  Self-reports were also used to assess global self-worth and perceived peer 

social competence.  Results showed that low perceived peer social competence and the 
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presence of internalising problems at the beginning of the study (Time 1) predicted 

increased victimisation at the completion of the study (Time 2).  Further, victimisation 

at Time 1 was related to decreased perceived peer social competence at Time 2.  

Studies by Hodges, Boivin, Vitaro, and Bukowski (1999) and Hodges and Perry 

(1999) have also suggested that children displaying internalising symptoms are 

increasingly victimised across time, with repeated harassment also associated with 

increases in victims’ internalising problems. 

 Another characteristic on which victims have been shown to differ from other 

children is their attitudes towards, and involvement in, violence.  Olweus (1978), using 

both self- and mother-reports, found victims to have a more negative attitude toward 

violence than bullies.  Lagerspetz et al. (1982) supported this result, finding victims 

had a less positive attitude towards aggression than bullies, although not differing from 

well-adjusted children and randomly selected controls.  Pelligrini et al. (1999) also 

found victimisation to be associated with a negative attitude towards bullying.  In line 

with these findings, a number of studies also suggest that when faced with the 

demands of others, victims react in a submissive manner (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; 

Schwartz, 2000; Schwartz, Dodge, et al., 1998; Schwartz et al., 2002).  Further, this 

submission appears to lead to increased victimisation over time (Schwartz, Dodge, & 

Coie, 1993). 

 However, studies have also shown victimisation to be positively related to the use 

of aggression (Lowenstein, 1978; Schwartz, Dodge, et al., 1998; Schwartz et al., 2002; 

Schwartz, McFadyen-Ketchum, et al., 1998).  Such results may be due, in part, to the 

inclusion of bully-victims in study samples.  As mentioned previously, research 

findings have suggested that between 16 and 66% of victims also bully others (Baldry 

& Farrrington, 1998; O’Moore & Hillery, 1989; Solberg & Olweus, 2003).  Thus, in 
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studies where the presence of bully-victims is not assessed, it is possible that the 

association between victimisation and aggression stems from this source.   

 Nonetheless, even when the presence of bully-victims is acknowledged and this 

group assessed separately, some research still suggests pure victims display aggressive 

behaviour.  In particular, studies indicate that reactive aggression, rather than proactive 

aggression may typify victims (Camodeca, Goosens, Terwogt, & Schuengel, 2002; 

Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; Schwartz, Dodge, et al., 1998).  Reactive aggression is 

defined as a defensive response to provocation or trouble and is accompanied by anger, 

whereas proactive aggression is characterised by goal-directed and deliberate action, 

which does not need any stimulus (Poulin & Boivin, 2000).  The aggression of pure 

victims may thus be most appropriately viewed as a response to the consistent attacks 

that are directed towards them.  It is unlikely, however, that such responses are 

effective in deterring bullies, and possibly even encourage future attacks, as 

longitudinal studies indicate that externalising behaviour is associated with increased 

victimisation over time (Egan & Perry, 1998; Hodges et al., 1999).  

 1.3.2.3 Social -cognitive factors 

 Although research focussing on the social-cognitive characteristics of bullies is 

growing, less attention has been given to victims’ abilities.  However, the studies that 

have been conducted suggest victims display some deficits in this area.  For example, 

when assessing overall social intelligence (i.e., person perception, social flexibility, 

accomplishment of one’s own social goals, and behavioural outcomes), Kaukiainen et 

al. (2002) found higher levels of victimisation to be associated with lower social 

intelligence. 

 Other research focussing on specific social-information processing steps has also 

found victims to display skills deficits.  For example, Sutton et al. (1999) studied 
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children’s ability to understand mental states and emotions, a skill which is likely 

associated with the social-information processing stages of encoding and 

interpretation.  Results of the study showed that victimisation was negatively 

associated with social-cognitive ability.  Further, victims’ skills in this area were 

significantly lower than those of bullies.    

 Schwartz, Dodge, et al. (1998) also investigated children’s interpretations of social 

situations.  Using a male-only sample, children were presented with vignettes 

describing ambiguous provocation by a peer and asked to rate the hostility of the 

peer’s intent.  Victimisation was subsequently found to be related to an increased 

likelihood of attributing hostile intent to the peer’s behaviour.  In contrast, Camodeca 

et al. (2003) found victims did not show a hostile attributional bias when compared to 

bullies, bully/victims and those not involved in bullying.  This was the case for both 

males and females, meaning the contradictory results were not due to the different 

gender composition of the samples.  Rather, the differing results may be due to the fact 

that Camodeca et al. separated victims and bully/victims, whereas Schwartz, Dodge, et 

al. did not.  In particular, Camodeca et al. found that, when compared to non-involved 

children, bully/victims attributed more blame to the perpetrator of the ambiguous act 

and reported more anger towards them, as well as a greater desire for retaliation.  

These results suggest that bully/victims believed the perpetrator intended to harm 

them.  Thus, as Schwartz, Dodge, et al. did not control for the co-occurrence of 

victimisation and aggression, it may be that bully/victims were responsible for the 

obtained positive association between hostile attributions and victimisation.  Such a 

possibility awaits further research attention. 

 Victims’ skills in the areas of response generation and response selection have also 

been explored in a limited number of studies.  Slee (1993) found little difference 
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between the number of responses generated by victims and children not involved in 

bullying when they were presented with an imaginary conflict situation.  Further, 

bullies, victims, and non-involved children proposed non-aggressive strategies as the 

best solution.  However, when compared with bullies, victims were found to propose 

less aggressive solutions as the second best option.  Camodeca et al. (2003) also found 

that when provoked by others, victims were less likely than non-involved children to 

choose an assertive response. 

 This bias in response selection may, in part, be related to the outcome expectancies 

of victims.  Schwartz, Dodge, et al. (1998) found that outcome expectancies for 

aggressive and assertive behaviour were negatively related to victimisation, indicating 

that victims did not feel these strategies would be effective.  Subsequently, this may 

lead to aggressive and assertive strategies being selected less frequently by victims 

than by bullies and non-involved children, respectively. 

 1.3.2.4 Peer relations 

 Poor peer relations have consistently been shown to mark out victims.  Olweus 

(1978) reported that victims were rated by their school peers as less popular than both 

bullies and children who were uninvolved in bullying.  In 1982, Lagerspetz et al. 

replicated this result, finding peers to rate victims as less popular than well-adjusted 

children, randomly selected controls, and bullies.  Higher levels of victimisation have 

also been associated with lower levels of self-perceived popularity (Slee & Rigby, 

1993a), having fewer friends (Eslea et al., 2003; Salmivalli, Huttunen, & Lagerspetz, 

1997; Slee & Rigby, 1993a), peer rejection and low levels of acceptance (Boulton & 

Smith, 1994; Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick, Casas, et al., 1999; Crick & Grotpeter, 

1996; Pelligrini et al., 1999; Perry et al., 1988; Salmivalli et al., 1996: Schafer et al., 

2002; Schuster, 1999) and feelings of loneliness (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick & 
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Grotpeter, 1996; Hawker & Boulton, 2000; Kochenderfer & Ladd, 1996; Nansel et al., 

2001; Schwartz et al., 2002).   

 Longitudinal studies have also been conducted to determine the direction of the 

relationship between these friendship factors and victimisation.  That is, does 

victimisation lead to low peer status or are children who lack friends easier targets for 

bullies?   

 Using a sample of children aged 8 to 12 years, Boulton (1999) studied the 

association between peer-reported victimisation and direct observations of children’s 

playground behaviour over a 6-month period.  He found that boys who spent the most 

time alone at Time 1 showed the greatest increases in victimisation over time.  This 

relationship was not evident for girls.   

 Other studies have explored whether having a best friend can protect a child from 

being victimised.  Hodges et al. (1999) conducted a 1-year longitudinal study, 

assessing the relationship between peer-reported victimisation and whether children 

had a reciprocated best friend.  Results showed that having a best friend predicted a 

decrease in victimisation over time, for both boys and girls.  Boulton, Trueman, Chau, 

Whitehand, and Amatya (1999) conducted a similar study over a 6-month period and 

found results supportive of Hodges et al.  Children who lacked a reciprocated friend at 

both the first and second data collection were increasingly victimised over the duration 

of the study, whereas children with a friend at both times showed a decrease in 

victimisation.  Further, children who had a reciprocated best friend at the start, but not 

the end, of the study reported a reduction in victimisation.  In contrast, those who 

gained a friend were increasingly victimised.  Subsequently, Boulton et al. (1999) 

suggested that:  
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There may be an inoculating effect of having an earlier reciprocated 

friendship that persists for some time even when that friendship is lost, 

and that an earlier lack of reciprocated friendship carries a risk of 

victimization even when such a friendship is acquired later. (p. 465) 

 A further study by Hodges and Perry (1999) suggested that, more than the number 

of reciprocated friends a child has, it is peer rejection that is important in predicting 

victimisation.  They found that, over a 1-year period, initial levels of peer rejection 

were a significant predictor of later victimisation.  Further, initial victimisation 

predicted increases in peer rejection over time.  In contrast, the number of friends a 

child had did not add to the prediction of victimisation and victimisation did not lead 

to a decrease in number of friends.  It thus appears that being widely disliked by peers 

places a child at greater risk for victimisation than having few or no friends. 

 However, before ruling out the importance of friends in protecting a child from 

being victimised, it should be noted that the quality of the friendship might play a role.  

For example, Hodges et al. (1999) found that having a friend who was perceived to 

offer protection influenced the relationship between internalising problems and 

victimisation.  That is, internalising problems predicted increased victimisation when a 

child’s friend was characterised by low protection.  If the friend was viewed as highly 

protective, internalising problems did not predict victimisation.  Boulton et al. (1999) 

also found that increased victimisation over time was associated with increased levels 

of betrayal and conflict between reciprocated best friends.  Finally, Hodges and Perry 

(1999) found that friends’ externalising behaviour lead to decreases in victimisation 

across time, possibly as externalising children retaliate on behalf of friends when they 

are victimised.  Victimisation was also shown to predict increases in friends’ 

victimisation and friends’ internalising problems.  Thus, victimised children appear 
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increasingly to be friends with children who are fearful, withdrawn and victimised, a 

situation that is unlikely to buffer them from future attacks.  

1.3.3 Conclusions   

 Based on this research, a number of conclusions can be made about bullies and 

victims.  Bullies are typically physically strong.  Although clarification regarding the 

self-esteem of bullies is required, it is clear that these children do not suffer from 

above average levels of anxiety.  Rather, bullies tend to experience symptoms of 

depression, which appear to contribute to bullying across time.  Bullies have a positive 

attitude towards aggression and also tend to view other children as manipulable, 

although there is still debate as to whether they possess the social skills to successfully 

enact such manipulation.  Bullies are disliked by some children, but do appear to have 

friendship networks at school.  In contrast, victims are generally weaker than their 

peers.  They tend to be anxious individuals with low self-esteem and self-worth.  Such 

characteristics appear to contribute to victimisation, but also worsen as bullying 

continues.  Victims (except those who are bully-victims) appear to have a negative 

attitude toward violence and when they do engage in aggression, it is typically in 

response to provocation.  Initial evidence also suggests they show some social skills 

deficits, but more research in this area is required.  Victims tend to be unpopular and 

rejected at school and this contributes to their continued victimisation over time. 

1.4 Family Characteristics 

 Although not receiving as much research attention as the individual characteristics 

of bullies and victims, the family backgrounds of these children have also been 

explored in an effort to explain why children become bullies or victims.  A number of 

variables appear to be important, although several limitations restrict the conclusions 

that can be made. 
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1.4.1 Bullies 

 A variety of family characteristics have been explored in an attempt to form an 

image of bullies’ home lives.  Although conceptualised in a number of ways, one 

factor that appears influential is parental discipline.  In a study involving boys only, 

Olweus (1980) found power-assertive discipline (i.e., physical punishment, and strong 

affective reactions such as threats and violent outbursts) to be associated with higher 

levels of child aggression.  Baldry and Farrington (1998, 2000) also found parents of 

bullies to be more punitive than parents of children who do not bully.  Further, an 

authoritarian parenting style has also been shown to be influential (Baldry & 

Farrington, 1998, 2000; Lowenstein, 1977).  Such a parenting style emphasises strict 

obedience to the rules and punishment for misconduct.  Thus, it appears that over-

punitive parental discipline is associated with increased bullying by children. 

 A further characteristic of bullies’ families is poor parent-child relations.  Olweus 

(1980) found mothers’ negativism (i.e., indifference and lack of warmth) to be 

predictive of aggressive behaviour among boys and Baldry and Farrington (1998, 

2000) also found bullies, both males and females, to have parents who are 

unsupportive.  Rigby (1993) reported that, for intact families (i.e., with both mother 

and father), bullying was associated with less positive relations with both parents.  For 

non-intact families, an association was found for boys only.  In particular, the tendency 

to bully others was associated with a negative attitude towards the mother.  Flouri and 

Buchanan (2003) also showed that lower levels of mother and father involvement each 

contributed independently to increased bullying behaviour.  Finally, in a study of 

attachment styles, Troy and Sroufe (1987) showed that preschool children who weren’t 

securely attached to their parents were involved in more bullying incidents.  In 

particular, bullies had anxious-avoidant attachments.  Overall, these findings suggest 
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that bullies have parents who are uninvolved and unsupportive, and who do not 

respond appropriately to their children’s needs. 

 The wider family environment also appears to be related to bullying behaviour.  

Children who bully are more likely to have parents who have marital conflicts or 

disagreements (Baldry & Farrington, 1998, 2000; Lowenstein, 1977), as well as 

greater family conflict in general, when compared to victims and non-involved 

children (Stevens, De Bourdeauhuij, & Van Oost, 2002).  Further, several studies have 

found that bullies are more likely than victims and children not involved in bullying to 

have absent fathers and families low in cohesion (Berdondini & Smith, 1996; Bowers 

et al., 1992, 1994).  Rigby (1993) also found the tendency for bullies to have families 

with poorer psychosocial health, a construct that included aspects of functioning such 

as emotional expressiveness, communication, and value transmission. 

  A second study by Rigby (1994) further investigated the specific aspects of family 

functioning that affected bullying behaviour.  This study revealed that, regardless of 

gender, perceived negative affect within the family was greater for bullies than for 

children not involved in bullying.  For males, poor communication and lack of clear 

and permeable boundaries with systems outside the family (assessed by items such as 

“my parents are very interested in my future job and career”) were also associated with 

bullying.  For females, bullies’ families also lacked a cohesive structure, democratic 

patterns of behavioural control and value transmission from parent to child.  In sum, 

although the family environment of male and female bullies may share some 

characteristics, others appear to be specific to one or other of the genders. 

1.4.2 Victims 

 Although research regarding the families of bullies is beginning to emerge, much 

less is known about the family life of children who are victimised.  The factor that has 
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thus far received the most support is that of over-protectiveness.  For example, Bowers 

et al. (1992), using a sample of males and females, found victims to have a high and 

positive involvement with other family members that, according to the authors, might 

indicate an over-protective and enmeshed family.  Studies by Bowers et al. (1994) and 

Berdondini and Smith (1996) have replicated this result.  Further, Olweus (1993b) 

found that, for male victims, maternal over-protectiveness was associated with 

increased victimisation.  More recently, Finnegan, Hodges, and Perry (1998) also 

found maternal over-protectiveness to increase the risk of peer victimisation, although 

this was true only for boys, not girls.  The results of Finnegan et al.’s study also 

revealed that as a boy’s fear during mother-child conflicts increased, so to did the 

strength of the relationship between over-protectiveness and victimisation.  One 

possible interpretation of this finding is that boys who experience fear during mother-

child conflicts are more likely to internalise their mother’s “autonomy-inhibiting 

restrictions” (p. 1082), thus leading the boy to be increasingly victimised. 

 Other aspects of the parent-child relationship also appear related to victimisation.  

With regard to attachment style, Troy and Sroufe (1987) found victims to have 

insecure attachments.  In particular, victims’ attachment styles were either anxious-

resistant or anxious-avoidant.  A study by Olweus (1993b) also revealed that, for boys, 

having a critical, distant father (i.e., one high on negativism) was associated with 

victimisation.  Flouri and Buchanan (2002) also highlighted the importance of fathers 

in predicting whether their sons will be victimised, finding that victimisation increased 

as father involvement decreased.  Further, Rigby (1993) found that, for boys, when 

parents were separated and the boy lived with his mother, victimisation was associated 

with a negative father-son relationship.  In contrast, the mother-daughter relationship 

may be most important for girls, as Rigby found higher levels of victimisation among 
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females were associated with more negative relations with the mother.  Similarly, 

Finnegan et al. (1998) found that, for girls, the threat of rejection by their mothers was 

associated with increased victimisation, as were maternal coercion and low 

encouragement of assertion.  Paternal parenting behaviours were not assessed. 

 Several studies have also investigated the wider family environment of children 

who are victimised.  Rigby (1994) found the “victim” category to be related to family 

functioning for females only.  In particular, female victims, when compared to children 

not involved in bullying, were more likely to have a family characterised by poor 

structure (i.e., unclear boundaries around individual members and no coherent parental 

sub-system), negative affect, a lack of effective communication, and a lack of value 

transmission of ethical standards from parent to child.  In contrast, Stevens et al. 

(2002) found no differences in family functioning between victims and non-involved 

children.  This apparent contradiction with Rigby’s findings may be due to the fact that 

Stevens et al. did not analyse data for males and females separately.  Consequently, the 

differences Rigby found for girls may have been masked by a lack of differences for 

boys.   

1.4.3 Conclusions 

 The small number of studies regarding the family characteristics of bullies and 

victims limits the conclusions that can be made.  However, several findings do appear 

to consistently emerge.  Bullies’ home lives seem to be distinguished by over-punitive 

discipline and family conflict.  In contrast, over-protectiveness is related to 

victimisation, particularly for boys.  Other results point to similarities in the home lives 

of bullies and victims.  For example, Troy and Sroufe (1987) found insecure 

attachments to be associated with both bullying and victimisation.  Rigby (1994) also 

found that a poor family environment, including poor family structure, negative affect, 
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and lack of value transmission, was typical of girls who bullied as well as those who 

were victimised.  Thus, it may be that some family factors are common to both bullies 

and victims while others differentiate between the two.  

 In addition, it is important to note that although family characteristics are 

associated with bullying and victimisation, it does not necessarily mean that they are 

causal factors.  It is possible that the tendency to bully or be victimised may be 

grounded in temperamental or personality characteristics and that these characteristics 

affect family functioning in significant ways.  For example, children may be anxious 

and insecure, leading them to be victimised at school, which in turn leads to parents 

becoming over-protective.  Therefore, to disentangle the causal relationships between 

temperament, family functioning and involvement in the bully/victim problem, 

longitudinal studies are needed. 

1.5 The Role of the Peer Group: An Emerging Research Focus 

 As early as 1978, Olweus recognised that the peer group was likely to play an 

important role in the bullying phenomenon.  Subsequently, he outlined four 

mechanisms that may lead typically non-aggressive students to become involved in 

bullying.  The first, social “contagion”, suggested that observing others’ bullying 

behaviour encourages children to engage in similar acts, particularly if the observed 

bully is successful in conquering the victim.  The second mechanism proposed was the 

weakening of inhibitions against aggressive tendencies.  That is, when a child sees a 

bully being rewarded for his/her aggressive behaviour (e.g., with victory over the 

victim or lack of intervention by teachers), this decreases their own inhibitions about 

engaging in aggressive acts.  Third, diffusion of responsibility might play a role in that 

when several children join in the bullying, each individual’s feelings of responsibility 

for the bullying may decrease, leading to continuation of the behaviour.  Finally, 
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Olweus suggested that cognitive changes might occur as a result of repeated bullying, 

with the victim coming to be seen as deserving of such attacks.  This in turn may 

decrease the guilt felt by peers who join in when they see someone being bullied.  

However, these group mechanisms were ignored for many years, with the focus of 

studies instead remaining on individual bullies.  Indeed, it is only recently that 

empirical work exploring the role of peers in bullying has begun to emerge. 

 The limited data that are available highlight the importance of considering bullying 

within a social context.  For example, Atlas and Pepler (1998) conducted an 

observational study of bullying in Grade 1 to 6 classrooms (i.e., children aged from 5 

to 12 years).  Interactions were identified as bullying if they included an imbalance of 

power, intent to harm on the part of the bully, and distress on the part of the victim.  

Both direct and indirect bullying were assessed.  Results revealed that peers 

participated in 85% of bullying episodes.  In particular, peers actively participated in 

the bullying in 32% of the episodes and were onlookers in 13% of cases.  Peers were 

also involved in joint activity (i.e., playing or working with those involved in the 

incident) in 52% of episodes and involved in parallel activities (i.e., playing or 

working in close proximity to those involved in the incident, but not in the same 

activity) in 27% of bullying episodes. This high level of peer involvement has also 

been found in the playground, with Craig, Pepler, and Atlas (2000) reporting peers 

were involved in some capacity in 79% of bullying episodes observed in the 

playground. 

 A study by O’Connell et al. (1999) further explored peer involvement in bullying 

incidents.  Using video and remote audio-recordings of children aged 5 to 12 years, 

they identified 185 video-taped segments that contained bullying episodes.  Such 

episodes consisted of aggression between two children that was characterised by a 
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power imbalance.  The number of episodes was narrowed further to 99 (or 53.5% of 

bullying episodes) that contained two or more peers. Forty-two segments were then 

eliminated from analysis due to poor sound quality and a further four removed because 

they contained a bully who had been identified in a second segment.  The remaining 53 

bullying episodes, in which peers were present, were analysed to determine the effect 

peers had.  Results showed a significant positive relationship between the number of 

peers present and the duration of the bullying episode.  That is, as more peers were 

present, the length of the bullying incident increased.  Further, peers actively 

reinforced the bully by physically or verbally joining in the aggression 20.7% of the 

time, with older boys more likely to join in than younger boys or older girls.  Peers 

also watched the bullying without joining in 53.9% of the time, with no age or gender 

differences in this behaviour. 

 Thus, these studies highlight the importance of peers when attempting to 

understand the bullying phenomenon.  Not only are peers present during a majority of 

bullying episodes, they also often actively join in the bullying or provide a passive 

audience for the bully. 

 Salmivalli et al. (1996) have taken the focus on peers further, investigating the 

roles that they can take in bullying incidents.  Utilising peer-reports from a sample of 

children aged 12 to 13 years, they identified six participant roles: bully, assistant to the 

bully, reinforcer to the bully, defender of the victim, outsider, and victim.  Bullies were 

described as displaying active, initiative-taking, leader-like bullying behaviour, 

whereas assistants were also involved in active bullying, but more as followers than 

leaders.  Reinforcers acted in ways that reinforced the bully, for example, by laughing 

or simply providing an audience.  Finally, defenders supported the victim and 

attempted to stop bullying, whereas outsiders typically withdrew from bullying 
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situations.  Over 87% of pupils participating in the study were assigned one of these 

roles. 

 When exploring gender differences in the number of children taking on each role, 

Salmivalli et al. (1996) found boys were more likely than girls to be bullies (10.5% to 

5.9%), assistants (12.2% to 1.4%), and reinforcers (37.3% to 1.7%).  In contrast, girls 

were more likely than boys to be defenders (30.1% to 4.5%) and outsiders (40.2% to 

7.3%).  The proportion of children who were victims was approximately equal for 

males and females (11.8% and 11.5%, respectively).  

 Salmivalli et al. (1997) have also investigated the peer networks associated with the 

different bullying roles.  They found children, aged between 11 and 12 years, who 

belonged to the same peer networks resembled each other with respect to how they 

behaved in bullying situations.  In particular, for both boys and girls, bullies’ networks 

consisted of reinforcers and assistants.  Female bullies were also likely to have other 

bullies in their networks.  In victims’ networks, other victims were over-represented.  

Based on these findings, they concluded that bullying was not an affair between an 

aggressive tormentor and his or her victim.  Rather, bullying appears to involve the 

bully and his or her supporters on one side, and the victim/s on the other. 

 In a 2-year longitudinal study, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al. (1998) also found 

peers to be influential in determining children’s behaviour in bullying situations.  In 

particular, children’s behaviour in Grade 8 could be predicted by their friends’ 

behaviour in Grade 8.  For example, for both boys and girls, the tendency of children 

in their peer network to bully others predicted their own bullying behaviour.  Further, 

the influence of peers appeared to be particularly strong for girls, with friends’ 

behaviour often a better predictor of Grade 8 behaviour than the child’s own behaviour 

2 years previously.  In contrast, boys’ previous behaviour was generally the best 
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predictor of their current behaviour in bullying situations, although the current peer 

group was still influential. 

 A study by Esplage, Holt, and Henkel (2003) also provided support for some of the 

findings discussed above.  In a 6-month longitudinal study of sixth to eighth grade 

students, they found that both males and females affiliated with peers who engaged in 

similar levels of self-reported bullying.  Further, higher peer-group bullying at the start 

of the study was associated with increased levels of individual bullying across time. 

 In sum, these studies relating to peers represent an important advance in the area of 

bullying.  However, the research efforts remain largely descriptive, failing to explore 

the possible mechanisms underlying the peer group’s influence.  Further, research 

appears to lack a theoretical basis from which to guide future studies.  Thus, 

overcoming these limitations is a vital next step.   

1.6 General Conclusions 

 During the past three decades, research regarding childhood bullying has focussed 

on a number of issues.  Although studies initially centred on establishing the 

prevalence of bullying, attention soon turned to exploring possible explanations for the 

phenomenon.  In particular, the individual and family characteristics of bullies and 

their victims were explored.  Such research advanced our understanding of the 

processes underlying bullying, but ignored the role of the peer group in the problem.  

Consequently, recent studies have begun to concentrate not just on those children 

classified as bullies and victims, but on all children who may play a part in bullying 

situations. 

 To date, results in this area are encouraging, with early studies indicating that peers 

are often present when bullying occurs, providing an audience for the bully or actively 

joining in the bullying.  Studies by Salmivalli and colleagues (e.g., Salmivalli et al., 
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1997; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998) have also extended 

this research, describing six participant roles that children may take in bullying 

situations (i.e., bully, assistant, reinforcer, outsider, defender, and victim).   

 Despite these advances, research in the area remains limited by the lack of attention 

given to the mechanisms that underlie the peer group’s influence.  The current program 

of research attempted to overcome this limitation via the application of SIT and SCT, 

two theories that are consistent with the emerging focus on social influences.  

However, before research in this area is reviewed (see Chapter 3), several limitations 

of the current techniques used to assess bullying need to be addressed.  Accordingly, 

this is the focus of Chapter 2. 
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2.0 THE ASSESSMENT OF BULLYING 

 As research interest in bullying has grown, so too has the number of assessment 

methods available.  A growing focus on the role of peers in bullying also means that 

reliable and valid ways of assessing children’s engagement in these roles are required.  

The present chapter provides an overview of the types of measurement techniques that 

have been utilised in the area, as well as highlighting their strengths and limitations.  

As data on bullying can be collected from a variety of sources (i.e., self, peers, 

teachers, and independent observers), the advantages and disadvantages of these 

methods will also be explored.  In discussing these topics, the main focus will be on 

the assessment of bullying behaviour, rather than victimisation, as well as the 

behaviour of children who support the bully.  Finally, an experimental paradigm that 

can assist in determining the group’s role in bullying will be described.   

2.1 Measurement Techniques in Bullying Research 

 Since the issue of bullying first came to prominence in the 1970s, a majority of the 

questionnaires developed have focussed on bullies and victims.  Accordingly, the 

following discussion will initially focus on these measures, and their strengths and 

limitations.  However, consideration will also be given to a questionnaire designed to 

assess the roles of peers, because researchers are increasingly recognising the 

importance of these roles. 

2.1.1 Questionnaires that Assess Bullying Behaviour 

 2.1.1.1 A description of commonly used measures 

 One of the most frequently employed methods to assess bullying has been a self-

report measure called the Olweus Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 1991, 1993a, 

1994, 1999, 2001).  This questionnaire has received global recognition, being used by 

researchers in Norway (e.g., Olweus, 1991, 1993a, 1994, 1997, 1999), Belgium 
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(Stevens et al., 2002), Finland (Olafsen & Viemero, 2000), Italy (Baldry & Farrington, 

1998, 1999, 2000; Smorti & Cuicci, 2000), Malta (Borg, 1998, 1999), Greece 

(Houndoumadi & Pateraki, 2001; Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001), the UK (Boulton 

& Underwood, 1992; Rivers & Smith, 1994; Whitney & Smith, 1993), Ireland 

(O’Moore & Kirkham, 2001), Canada (Craig, 1998), and the US (Pelligrini & Bartini, 

2000, 2001; Pelligrini et al., 1999; Pelligrini & Long, 2002). 

 To complete this questionnaire, children are presented with a definition of bullying 

that includes the three key criteria: 1) bullying is aggressive behaviour or intentional 

“harm-doing”, 2) it is carried out repeatedly, and 3) it occurs in a relationship 

characterised by an imbalance of power.  Examples of bullying are also given.  

Initially, these described only physical and verbal forms, although examples of indirect 

bullying have been added in the latest version of the questionnaire.  The definition 

currently used is: 

 We say a student is being bullied when another student, or several 

other students 

• say mean and hurtful things or make fun of him or her or call him 

or her mean and hurtful names 

• completely ignore or exclude him or her from their group of friends 

or leave him or her out of things on purpose 

• hit, kick, push, shove around, or lock him or her inside a room 

• tell lies or spread false rumours about him or her or send mean 

notes and try to make other students dislike him or her 

• and do other hurtful things like that. 

When we talk about bullying, these things happen repeatedly and it is 

difficult for the student being bullied to defend himself or herself.  We 
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also call it bullying when a student is teased repeatedly in a mean and 

hurtful way. 

 But we don’t call it bullying when the teasing is done in a friendly 

and playful way.  Also, it is not bullying when two students of about the 

same strength or power argue or fight. (Olweus, 2001, p. 6) 

 After reading this definition, children are presented with a series of questions about 

bullying.  These include items relating to bullying in general, that ask whether children 

have bullied others or been victimised themselves.  In addition, children are asked if 

they have bullied others via specific means (i.e., physical, verbal, and indirect). 

 Although Olweus’ (1991, 1993a, 1994, 1990, 2001) measure is arguably the most 

popular of its type, several other questionnaires employ a similar format.  For example, 

Rigby (1998a) developed the Peer Relations Questionnaire, which has been used in a 

large number of studies in Australia (Rigby, 1993, 1998b; Rigby & Cox, 1996; Rigby, 

Cox, & Black, 1997; Slee, 1993, 1995; Slee & Rigby, 1993a, 1993b).  Similarly, in 

several studies, Roland and colleague have presented participants with their own brief 

definition of bullying, before asking students how often they have been bullied and 

have bullied others (Roland, 2002a, 2002b; Roland & Idsoe, 2001).  In both Rigby’s 

and Roland’s questionnaires, items regarding bullying in general, as well as specific 

forms of bullying, are included. 

 An alternative assessment technique that has been employed less frequently, but is 

gaining acceptance, is to present participants with specific statements describing 

bullying behaviour, without explicitly mentioning the term “bullying”.  Participants 

then rate how often they, or others, engage in the behaviours described. 

 For example, Andershed, Kerr, and Stattin (2001) utilised the following three items 

to assess bullying: 



Bullying in Schools  46 

- Have you repeatedly hit, kicked or in other ways assaulted peer(s) at school or 

on your way to or from school? 

- Have you said bad things, made fun of or teased peer(s) at school or on your 

way to or from school? 

- Have you been involved in freezing out peer(s) at school or on your way to or 

from school? 

Other studies (Alasker & Brunner, 1999; Bosworth et al., 1999; Esplage, Bosworth, & 

Simon, 2000; Esplage & Holt, 2001; Esplage et al., 2003; Flouri & Buchanan, 2002, 

2003) report using a similar method, although the number and content of items has 

differed. 

 2.1.1.2 Strengths of measures assessing bullying 

 Ease of assessment.  Although the questionnaires described above could be 

completed by teachers or peers, they typically utilise a self-report methodology, 

allowing for quick and easy assessment of bullying within schools.  Indeed, if a 

prevalence estimate for bullying is all that is required, Solberg and Olweus (2003) 

have argued that administration of a single self-report question from the Olweus 

Bully/Victim Questionnaire (Olweus, 1991, 1993a, 1994, 1999, 2001) is sufficient for 

this purpose.  This argument was supported by their finding that prevalence rates 

estimated using a single item (“How often have you taken part in bullying another 

student(s) at school in the past couple of months?”) were highly correlated (r = .77) 

with those estimated using seven questions about particular forms of bullying.  Thus, 

the relatively high level of agreement between the two methods suggests that a single 

item is adequate for assessing prevalence.  However, even if further information 

regarding bullying is required, self-report questionnaires are the most simple and 

economical method of collecting such data.  
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 The use of behavioural statements.  The recent trend towards the use of specific 

behavioural statements is also advantageous.  As discussed in Section 2.1.1.3, 

questionnaires that employ the term “bullying”, and its definition, have several 

limitations.  By removing the term “bullying”, questionnaires that utilise specific 

behavioural statements are not subject to these limitations and therefore might obtain 

more accurate information regarding the problem. 

 2.1.1.3 Limitations of measures assessing bullying 

 Use of the term “bullying” and its definition.  It is undeniable that the word 

“bullying” carries negative connotations and, on this basis, several researchers have 

argued that children may feel uncomfortable about labelling their behaviour in this 

way (Bosworth et al., 1999; Sharp, Arora, Smith, & Whitney, 1994).  In turn, this is 

likely to lead children to make socially desirable responses, rather than answering 

honestly when asked questions about their bullying behaviour.  Peers and teachers may 

also experience reservations about labelling others’ behaviour as bullying, leading to 

under-reporting from these sources as well. 

 In addition, although questionnaires that present a definition of bullying do so to 

ensure that all participants understand what the term means, there is no guarantee that 

this definition will actually be employed when answering later questions.  Rather, 

respondents may refer to their own personal definition of bullying (Arora, 1996; 

Salmivalli, 2002; Smith et al., 1999).  This is problematic when using the reports of 

both children and teachers as research has shown that their definitions are not 

consistent with those presented in the literature. 

 For example, in a study of children aged 6 and 7, Smith and Levan (1995) explored 

participants’ understanding of the term bullying.  When presented with specific 

behaviours and asked if they were bullying, over 75% of participants recognised 



Bullying in Schools  48 

indirect examples as bullying.  However, when simply asked the question “What do 

you think bullying is?”, 70% of students listed direct physical examples, 45% direct 

verbal examples, and only 15% indirect examples.  Furthermore, only 12% of children 

identified the repeated nature of bullying, although it is possible they were aware of 

this, but simply did not mention it.  Of greater concern is the fact that 87% of the 

sample agreed that “fighting with someone” was bullying, suggesting the imbalance of 

power required for aggression to be considered bullying was not recognised by young 

children. 

 Other studies have reported similar results.  Smith et al. (1999) included four age 

groups in their study (i.e., 5 to 6, 9 to 10, 15 to 16, and 18 to 29).  When participants 

were asked what they thought bullying was, the younger age groups typically excluded 

indirect bullying.  That is, no children aged 5 to 6 mentioned this form and only 20% 

of 9- to 10-year-olds did.  These rates continued to increase with age, with 44% of 15- 

to 16-year-olds and 71% of 18- to 29-year-olds mentioning indirect bullying.  Younger 

children were also more likely to include fighting in their examples (i.e., 61% of 5- to 

6-year olds, 43% of 9- to 10-year-olds, 34% of 15- to 16-year-olds, and 12% of 18- to 

29-year-olds).  Finally, the imbalance of power necessary for behaviour to be 

considered bullying was increasingly recognised with age, with only 5% of the 5- to 6-

year olds and 12% of the 9- to 10-year-olds mentioning it.  This increased to 30% and 

35% for the 15- to 16-year-olds and 18- to 29-year-olds, respectively.  Naylor, Cowie, 

and del Rey (2001) also found that only 7.4% of children aged 11 to 14 identified 

exclusion when asked to provide a definition of bullying.  Further, only 19.8% 

mentioned a power imbalance.  Thus, it appears that children’s working definitions of 

bullying typically do not include indirect forms of bullying.  Moreover, they include 
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fighting and aggression between pupils of equal power, contrary to the common 

definition of bullying.  These problems are particularly evident in primary school. 

 Smith et al. (2002) has also revealed limitations relating to young children’s ability 

to differentiate between different forms of aggression.  Utilising a sample of 8- and 14-

year-olds, participants were presented with stick-figure cartoon pictures, below which 

were written captions.  These pictures represented situations that both did and did not 

fit the definition of bullying.  Children were then presented with different terms (e.g., 

bullying, harassment, and teasing1) and asked to sort the cartoons into two piles, one 

that was, and one that was not, representative of the term being used.  Again, age 

differences in understanding the terms occurred.  Using multi-dimensional scaling, the 

responses of 8-year-olds could be separated into only two main clusters; aggressive 

and non-aggressive behaviours.  In contrast, 14-year-olds distinguished between non-

aggressive behaviour, social exclusion, physical aggression, physical bullying, and 

verbal behaviours (including both direct and indirect forms).  Thus, younger children 

again displayed an inability to distinguish between bullying and other aggressive 

behaviours.  This lack of consistency between the definitions used by researchers and 

children is problematic, as children may employ their own incorrect definition when 

answering questions about bullying. 

 Similarly, this problem may occur when teachers are asked to report on bullying.  

Boulton (1997) found that while over 90% of teachers agreed behaviours such as 

“hitting, pushing and kicking”, “threatening people verbally”, and “forcing people to 

do things they don’t want” were bullying, only 47.8% agreed that “leaving people out” 

was bullying.  This suggests that many teachers do not consider social exclusion to be 

a form of bullying.  Craig, Henderson, and Murphy (2000) also found that physical 

                                                           
1 As participants were from 14 different countries, including England, France, Germany, Greece, Italy, 
Japan, China, and Thailand, different terms provided by focus groups of children were used. 
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aggression was more likely than social exclusion to be classified as bullying by 

prospective teachers.  Further, Hazler, Miller, Carney, and Green (2001) found that 

when teachers were presented with scenarios that either did or did not include the three 

critical components of bullying, non-bullying scenarios that contained a physical 

component were misclassified as bullying 88.1% of the time.  As with children, this 

suggests that teachers may include in their definition of bullying fights between 

children of equal strength and one-off acts of physical aggression.  Again, if it is this 

definition that is employed when rating bullying, inaccurate estimates may be 

obtained.  

 Utilising behavioural statements to assess bullying.  One approach that overcomes 

the problems engendered by employing the term “bullying” is the use of specific 

behavioural statements.  However, one of the major limitations of this approach is that 

most of the scales utilising this format do not include items that cover all types of 

bullying. 

 For example, Bosworth et al.’s (1999) Bullying Scale consists of five items that are 

described as reflecting “psychological and physical aspects of bullying” (p. 351).  

However, items relating to psychological aspects appear, in fact, to be only verbal in 

nature (i.e., “I called other students names”, “I teased students”, and “I said things 

about students to make other students laugh”).  Relational bullying does not appear to 

be assessed by this measure.  A similar problem (i.e., the lack of relational bullying 

items) is apparent in the six-item scale used by Flouri and Buchanan (2002).  Further, 

the nine-item Illinios Bully Scale, used by Esplage and Holt (2001) and Esplage et al. 

(2003), assesses only teasing, name-calling, social exclusion, and rumour spreading.  

Although physical bullying items were initially included in this scale, factor analysis 

lead to their removal. 
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 One questionnaire that uses behavioural statements and does assess physical, verbal, 

and relational forms of bullying is Andershed et al.’s (2001) measure, described 

previously.  However, this measure consists of only three items, or one for each form 

of bullying, thus raising doubts as to whether sufficient detail regarding children’s 

behaviour can be gained from this questionnaire.  For example, children may bully 

others physically by tripping and pushing, but not by hitting or kicking.  By subsuming 

all forms of physical bullying under one item, the exact behaviours children engage in 

remain unclear.  The same is also true for the questions relating to verbal and relational 

bullying. 

 A further problem with the questionnaires that assess bullying via behavioural 

statements is that they typically combine all items to provide an overall bullying score 

(e.g., Bosworth et al., 1999; Esplage et al., 2000, 2001; Esplage & Holt, 2001; Esplage 

et al., 2003; Flouri & Buchanan, 2002, 2003), rather than considering each type of 

bullying separately.  In studies conducted by Esplage and colleagues, attempts have 

been made to provide evidence of the construct validity of such an approach.  For 

example, Bosworth et al. reported factor analytic results that indicated that items 

making up the Bullying Scale loaded on a single factor, and that this was distinct from 

a second factor assessing anger.  Similarly, Esplage and Holt found items relating to 

bullying formed a single factor that was unique from a factor measuring fighting.  

However, as mentioned previously, these scales do not assess all types of bullying.  

Further research using more comprehensive questionnaires is required to determine 

whether it would be more appropriate to obtain separate scores for each form of 

bullying behaviour. 

 Support for such a possibility comes from research studying aggressive behaviour.  

For instance, a study by Crick and Grotpeter (1995), involving children aged 
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approximately 8 to 12 years, analysed responses to a peer-nomination scale.  The scale 

comprised items assessing overt aggression (e.g., “hits, pushes others” and “yells, calls 

others mean names”), relational aggression (e.g., “tells friends they will stop liking 

them unless friends do what they say” and “tries to keep certain people from being in 

their group during activity or play time”), pro-social behaviour (e.g., “helps others”), 

and isolation (e.g., “plays alone a lot”).  Results revealed that overt and relational 

aggression items formed two distinct factors that were also separate from pro-social 

behaviour and isolation.  Other studies, using a variety of assessment methods (i.e., 

peer-nominations, peer-ratings, teacher-ratings, and self-reports) have also consistently 

found overt and relational aggression to form discrete factors (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; 

Crick et al., 1997; Prinstein et al., 2001). 

 In sum, this review of research suggests that greater attention needs to be given to 

developing measures that gauge all types of bullying behaviour.  Furthermore, such 

questionnaires need to be assessed to determine whether separate subscales for 

different forms of bullying are required. 

2.1.2 Questionnaires Assessing Peers’ Roles in Bullying Situations 

 Evidence for the important role that peers play in the problem of bullying has 

mounted in recent years.  However, at present, only one questionnaire assessing such 

roles appears in the literature.  This questionnaire, called the Participant Role 

Questionnaire (PRQ; Salmivalli et al., 1996), is described below. 

 2.1.2.1 A description of the Participant Role Questionnaire   

 The PRQ (Salmivalli et al., 1996) was designed to assess children’s tendencies to 

act as a bully, victim, reinforcer to the bully, assistant to the bully, defender of the 

victim or outsider.  As with many other questionnaires in the area, when completing 

the measure, children are first presented with a definition of bullying, which reads: 



Bullying in Schools  53 

 It is bullying when one child is repeatedly exposed to harassment 

and attacks from one or several other children.  Harassment and attacks 

may be, for example, shoving or hitting the other one, calling him/her 

names or making jokes about him/her, leaving him/her outside the 

group, taking his/her things, or any other behaviour meant to hurt the 

other one. 

 It is not bullying when two students with equal strength or equal 

power have a fight, or when someone is occasionally teased.  It is 

bullying when the feelings of one and the same student are intentionally 

and repeatedly hurt. (Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002, p. 34) 

 In the original version of the PRQ, children were then presented with 50 items on 

which they rated both themselves and their peers.  In subsequent versions, the number 

of items has been reduced to 22 (Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998) and then 15 

(Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).  In each version, one additional item assesses the 

tendency for a child to be victimised. 

 Since its development, this questionnaire has been used in a series of studies 

conducted by Salmivalli and her colleagues in Finland (Salmivalli, 1998; Salmivalli et 

al., 1997; Salmivalli et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1996, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 

1998; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).  Sutton and 

colleagues have also used a modified version of the PRQ in several studies conducted 

in the UK (Sutton & Smith, 1999; Sutton et al., 1999). 

 2.1.2.2 Strengths of the Participant Role Questionnaire 

 The focus on peers’ roles in bullying.  As recent studies highlight the part the peer 

group plays in bullying (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Craig, Pepler, et al., 2000; Esplage 

et al., 2003; O’Connell et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1997; Salmivalli et al., 1996; 
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Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998), the need for suitable measures in this area is also 

becoming increasingly apparent.  Accordingly, one of the main strengths of the PRQ is 

that it focuses on roles other than those of bully and victim.  By also including items 

relating to the roles of assistant, reinforcer, defender, and outsider, the PRQ can be 

used to advance our understanding of the impact peers have on the bullying behaviour 

of others.  

 The utilisation of peer-reports.  An additional strength of the PRQ is that it utilises 

peer-report methodology.  As discussed further in a subsequent section (i.e., 2.2.2.2. 

Peer-reports), peer-reports have several advantages over other sources of information.  

In particular, the use of multiple raters reduces the impact of any individual rater’s bias 

(Crick et al., 1997; Crick, Werner, et al., 1999; Perry et al., 1988; Rigby, 2002; 

Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002).  Further, peers are able to observe other children over a 

long period and in a variety of contexts (Crick , Werner, et al., 1999; Perry et al., 1988; 

Rigby, 2002) and thus are able to provide more accurate reports of bullying than other 

sources, such as teachers and independent observers. 

 2.1.2.3 Limitations of the Participant Role Questionnaire 

 Use of the term “bullying” and its definition.  As discussed previously, use of the 

term “bullying” and its definition in questionnaires leads to two significant problems.  

First, the negative implications of the term may lead respondents to be reticent about 

labelling their own, or others’, behaviour in this way.  Second, presenting a definition 

of bullying can be problematic as there is no guarantee that respondents will employ 

this definition when answering later questions.  Rather, they might utilise their own 

definition, which is likely to be limited by its inclusion of aggression between students 

of equal power and its exclusion of indirect forms of bullying (Naylor et al., 2001; 

Smith et al., 2002; Smith & Levan, 1995; Smith et al., 1999).  
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 Lack of assessment of relational bullying.  A further limitation of the PRQ that has 

been acknowledged by Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, et al. (1998) is that relational bullying 

is not explicitly addressed by the questionnaire.  Although examples of such bullying 

are included in the definition presented, the items used to assess the roles of reinforcer 

and assistant cannot be easily applied to relational bullying situations.  That is, items 

include “comes around to watch the situation”, “incites the bully by shouting”, and 

“helps the bully, maybe by catching the victim”.  Such descriptors would appear to be 

more applicable to situations in which bullying is physical or verbal, rather than 

indirect or relational.  Indeed, this bias towards physical and verbal forms of bullying 

may explain Salmivalli et al.’s (1996) finding that males are more frequently classified 

as assistants and reinforcers than females. 

 Lack of distinction between the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  Although 

the roles of bully, assistant and reinforcer are presented as conceptually distinct and 

have typically been assessed as such (Salmivalli, 1998; Salmivalli et al., 1997; 

Salmivalli et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998; 

Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004; Sutton & Smith, 1999; Sutton et al., 1999), there remains 

some doubt as to whether this is actually the case.  Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al. 

conducted a factor analysis on the PRQ (excluding the one item related to 

victimisation) and found only three factors.  Items regarding the defender and outsider 

subscales formed two distinct factors.  However, items relating to the bully, assistant, 

and reinforcer roles all loaded on the third factor.  Sutton and Smith also used an 

adaptation of the PRQ in their research.  A factor analysis again indicated that, 

although the subscales for the roles of defender, outsider, and victim were distinct, the 

bully, assistant, and reinforcer roles combined to form one factor.  Consequently, 
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further research is required to determine whether these roles should indeed be assessed 

as separate entities and, if so, how this can be done. 

2.1.3 Conclusions 

 In the past, arguably the most popular method of assessing bullying has been to 

present participants with a definition of the term, before asking them a series of 

questions about their own, or others’, behaviour.  Due to the limitations associated 

with this technique, some researchers have begun to avoid using the term “bullying”, 

instead employing questionnaires that consist of specific behavioural statements.  To 

date, such measures are limited in the breadth of bullying behaviours they cover.  

Further, with the increasing focus on the role of peers, reliable and valid measures that 

assess these roles are needed.  Although the PRQ (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, 

Lappalainen, et al., 1998; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004) has been developed for this 

purpose, it too is restricted by its use of the term “bullying”, its lack of assessment of 

relational bullying, and the dubious factorial validity of the roles it assesses.  

Accordingly, future efforts aimed at developing a questionnaire that overcomes these 

difficulties appear warranted. 

2.2 Sources of Information Regarding Involvement in Bullying 

 When assessing bullying, a variety of sources of information are available.  In 

particular, self-, peer-, and teacher-reports are often employed, with observational 

methods also being used.  As might be anticipated, a central issue concerns the level of 

agreement that might exist between these sources, as well as advantages and 

disadvantages of each. 

2.2.1 Agreement between Sources of Information 

 In the research to date, self- and peer-reports are the most commonly cited methods 

used to assess bullying.  However, only a low to moderate level of agreement between 
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these sources has typically been reported.  For example, Pelligrini and Bartini (2000) 

found a correlation of only .18 between self-reports of bullying and peer-nominations, 

while Schwartz et al. (2002) reported a similarly low correlation of .102.  In contrast, 

other researchers have reported a greater level of agreement, with Tobin and Irvin 

(1996) finding a correlation of .58 between self-reports and peer-estimates of the 

number of bullies in a class.  Salmivalli et al. (1996) also found a moderate association 

between self- and peer-ratings of bullying (i.e., r = .46).  Moreover, correlations of .51 

and .48 were found for the roles of assistant and reinforcer, respectively.   

 However, with regard to Salmivalli et al.’s (1996) study, it is important to note that 

self-estimated scores were significantly lower than peer-estimated scores for the Bully 

scale, whereas the opposite was true of the Reinforcer, Defender, and Outsider scales.  

Similarly, Sutton and Smith (1999) found that four out of five children nominated by 

their peers as a bully, assistant or reinforcer nominated themselves as a defender, 

outsider or victim instead.  These results suggest that the use of self-reports, in 

comparison to peer-reports, may lead to an underestimation of the number of children 

actively involved in bullying. 

 With regard to teacher-reports, preliminary evidence suggests these are more 

consistent with peer- than self-reports.  In particular, Schwartz et al. (2002) reported a 

correlation of only .05 between teacher- and self-ratings of bullying.  In contrast, Leff, 

Kupersmidt, Patterson, and Power (1999) found a correlation of .42 between teacher- 

and peer-nominations of bullies, while Nabuzoka (2003) and Schwartz et al. both 

reported a correlation of .45.  An even greater level of agreement (r = .80) between 

teacher- and peer-nominations was found by Stephenson and Smith (1989). 

                                                           
2 In this study, aggression, rather than bullying, is reported as the construct being assessed.  However, 
the items making up the aggression scales describe behaviours that are typically considered bullying 
(e.g., teasing, hitting, gossiping, and excluding others). 
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 Finally, a single study has explored the relationship between direct observations and 

reports from other sources, with results indicating only weak associations.  In this 

study, Pelligrini and Bartini (2000) found direct observations correlated at a level of 

.03 with self-ratings of bullying, .14 with peer-nominations of bullies, and .24 with 

teacher-ratings of aggression in general.  In part, these low correlations may have been 

due to the way in which bullying was coded by the observers.  That is, instances 

“where one child hit, kicked, pushed, or verbally abused another” (p. 362) were termed 

bullying, even though such behaviours may also represent more general aggression.  

Further, observations occurred in the cafeteria, during break time, and in hallways, 

with the behavioural sampling terminated if the child “disappeared” for 30 seconds or 

more (e.g went to the bathroom). Thus, a large amount of bullying might have gone 

unrecorded by the observers as it occurred in situations where they were not present.  

Future research utilising improved observational techniques is required to more fully 

understand the extent to which such a method concurs with data collected from 

alternative sources.   

2.2.2 Advantages and Disadvantages of Reports from Each Source 

 2.2.2.1 Self-reports 

 In the past, information regarding bullying has most frequently been obtained via 

self-reports.  The main advantages of such a strategy are the ease and speed with which 

data can be collected, whereas the biggest disadvantage is the possibility of social 

desirability response biases.  Indeed, Austin and Joseph (1996) have argued that 

children are reluctant to admit that they bully.  Lagerspetz et al. (1988) suggests this 

may be particularly true of indirect aggression that, by definition, describes aggressors 

as attempting to hide their behaviour (Bjorkqvist, 1994). 
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 Results of studies by Salmivalli et al. (1996) and Sutton and Smith (1999) support 

the proposition that children under-report their involvement in bullying.  As previously 

discussed, in both these studies, many pupils who were classified as either a bully, 

assistant or reinforcer by their peers classified themselves as a defender or outsider.  

That is, children described themselves as engaging in the more socially desirable 

behaviours of withdrawing from bullying or helping the victim, rather than as being 

actively involved in bullying. 

 In sum, the popularity of self-reports stems in part from their ease of administration.  

However, social desirability biases remain a threat to the validity of data collected via 

this method. 

 2.2.2.2 Peer-reports 

 Due to the limitations associated with self-reports, peer-reports are becoming a 

popular way to assess bullying.  In particular, either peer-nominations or peer-ratings 

can be used.  Peer-nomination techniques involve peers selecting a number of children 

from their class (often up to three) whom they feel engage in the behaviours described 

in the questionnaire.  In contrast, peer-rating strategies require children to rate all peers 

on a variety of behavioural statements. 

 Of these two techniques, peer-nominations have the advantage of being quick and 

easy to administer.  By exploring the degree of consensus between the nominations of 

different peers, students can also be placed into the category of either bully or non-

bully.  However, what this method does not provide is information regarding the 

frequency and severity of a child’s bullying behaviour.  In addition, some children may 

not receive any nominations, meaning that no information is obtained about their 

behaviour at all. 
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 By comparison, since students typically provide judgements on a continuous scale 

when peer-ratings are used, the frequency and severity of bullying behaviour can be 

determined for all children via this method.  However, this advantage is 

counterbalanced by the additional time required to obtain such ratings. 

 A further disadvantage of using peer-reports, in either form, is that the information 

provided might not be based only on direct observations.  When forming impressions 

of others, children are likely to be influenced by what they are told by their peers (e.g., 

in the form of gossip or rumours).  As a consequence, the data they provide may not be 

wholly accurate. 

 Peer-reports are also susceptible to bias caused by halo effects.  That is, peers might 

rate another child in a uniformly positive or negative manner, on the basis of 

characteristics unrelated to those being assessed (Epkins, 1994; Merrell, 2000).  Such a 

bias might again affect the accuracy of the information that is obtained. 

 Nevertheless, peer-reports also have several important strengths.  First, as the final 

scores obtained via this method are based on aggregated peer judgements, the 

reliability and validity of assessments are likely to be increased.  That is, scores 

obtained from a single rater (e.g., self- and teacher-reports) reflect any biases the rater 

may have.  When multiple raters are used, however, the impact of any individual 

rater’s bias is minimised (Crick et al., 1997; Crick, Werner, et al., 1999; Perry et al., 

1988; Rigby, 2002; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002). 

 Second, peers have the opportunity to observe children over a long period of time 

and in a variety of contexts where bullying occurs (Crick, Werner, et al., 1999; Perry et 

al., 1988; Rigby, 2002).  As such, they are likely to have a greater awareness than 

other observers (i.e., teachers and independent raters) of the level of bullying that takes 

place.  This is particularly true when it comes to relational forms of bullying, as peers 
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would be expected to have the greatest access to information regarding friendship 

networks within their class (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Crick, Werner, et al., 1999). 

 In sum, although peer-reports have their disadvantages (e.g., halo biases and the 

influence of rumour or gossip), the strengths associated with such a data collection 

strategy have led to its increasingly widespread use in the area of bullying.  The use of 

multiple raters, who have many opportunities to view the behaviour of those they are 

rating, increases the likelihood that reliable and valid reports of bullying will be 

obtained.  

 2.2.2.3 Teacher-reports 

  Teacher-reports have also occasionally been used to assess bullying, with their 

main advantage being that they are easy to administer.  However, if every child in a 

class needs to be rated on a variety of items, such a method can be very time-

consuming.   

 The responses of teachers are also subject to several of the weaknesses described in 

relation to peer-reports.  In particular, halo biases, as well as information obtained in 

ways other than direct observation, might impact upon teachers’ ratings.  Either of 

these problems could decrease the accuracy of data collected from this source. 

 Additionally, questions have been raised as to whether teachers are fully aware of 

the extent of bullying that occurs within their school.  A study by O’Moore and Hillery 

(1991) found teachers identified only 24% of self-reported bullies.  Similarly, Leff et 

al. (1999) reported that teachers identified only 47% of peer-identified primary school 

bullies.  As well as recognising less than half of the students who bully, teachers also 

appear to underestimate the number of children who are victimised.  That is, Leff et al. 

stated that teachers identified only 46% of peer-reported primary school victims.  

Further, while Rigby and Slee (1991) found that 16.8% of boys and 11.4% of girls 



Bullying in Schools  62 

reported being bullied “pretty often” and “very often”, the median of teachers’ 

estimates was only 8%.  

 In part, this lack of awareness may be due to children not telling teachers about 

bullying that occurs.  Borg (1998) found only 22.4% of victims sought help from a 

teacher.  Further, Houndoumadi and Pateraki (2001) reported that only 34.2% of 

victims told their class teacher about their situation and Naylor et al. (2001) found only 

about 50% of children who were bullied told a teacher about it.   

 In addition, it is likely that teachers are not always present when bullying occurs.  In 

their observational study, Atlas and Pepler (1998) found teachers to be in close 

proximity to only 30 of the 60 bullying episodes that were video-taped.  Further, they 

were rated as being unaware of the bullying during 13 (or 43.3%) of these bullying 

episodes. 

 To summarise, although teacher-reports are easy to administer, the task can be time-

consuming if a large number of children need to be rated.  Halo bias and information 

that is not obtained via direct observation can also affect teachers’ responses.  Further, 

since research indicates that teachers may be unaware of the true extent of bullying 

that occurs, the use of this strategy may result in an underestimation of the problem. 

2.2.2.4 Direct observations 

 In recent years, direct observations of bullying have also been made in a number of 

studies, a strategy that has several strengths.  First, of all the sources of information 

available, direct observations are the most likely to provide an objective assessment of 

children’s behaviour.  Second, because observations usually occur in a natural setting, 

the method has a high level of external validity (Craig, Pepler, et al., 2000).  Third, by 

observing entire interactions, direct observations have the potential to provide greater 

insights into peer processes than can be obtained from questionnaires. 
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 However, limitations to the method also exist.  To obtain reliable and valid data, 

Pelligrini and Bartini (2000) recommend students should be observed “in a wide 

variety of settings over a number of months” (p. 366).  Subsequently, for many 

researchers, the cost and time associated with such a procedure can be prohibitive.  

Further, if observations occur by having an observer present in the school 

environment, their presence may in fact inhibit children’s bullying behaviour (Perry et 

al., 1988).   

 In an attempt to overcome this problem, video and audio recordings have been 

employed in several studies (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Craig, Pepler, et al., 2000; 

O’Connell et al., 1999).  In these, video-cameras were set up in the classroom and 

playground and children also wore wireless microphones.  Although this made 

observers less obtrusive, Rigby (2002) still argues that because children were aware of 

the researchers recording what they did and said, a level of artificiality was introduced.  

Indeed, O’Connell et al. reported that some primary school children, particularly the 

older ones, were self-conscious about wearing microphones.  Consequently, the true 

level of bullying may be underestimated by this technique. 

 A final limitation relates to O’Connell et al.’s (1999) suggestion that indirect 

bullying is particularly difficult to identify using observational strategies.  In part, this 

is due to the covert nature of such bullying.  In addition, indirect or relational bullying 

may be hard to identify as observers would need to be aware of the friendship 

networks that existed within the school environment in order to accurately judge when 

this type of bullying was happening (Crick & Grotpeter, 1995).  As Crick, Werner, et 

al. (1999) point out, a lack of interaction between two children may occur because a 

child is actively ignoring a friend, or may be due simply to the lack of a relationship 

between the children. 
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 In sum, observational strategies can provide objective data regarding the peer 

processes involved in bullying that may not be acquired via questionnaire.  However, 

concerns about the accuracy of information obtained through this technique remain, as 

the process of observation may cause children to alter their typical behavioural 

patterns. 

2.2.3 Conclusions 

 Evidence regarding bullying can be collected from a number of different sources.  

However, the level of agreement between these sources has been shown to differ.  To 

date, research suggests peer- and teacher-reports are the most highly correlated, 

followed by peer- and self-reports.  In contrast, data collected via direct observation 

does not appear to be highly related to that collected from other sources, although 

additional research in this area is required. 

 Further, specific strengths and weaknesses are associated with each method of data 

collection.  Self- and teacher-report questionnaires are arguably the easiest to 

administer.  However, ratings made about the self are open to social desirability biases, 

and teachers’ ratings may be inaccurate due to their somewhat limited awareness of 

bullying.  Both teacher- and peer-reports might also be influenced by halo bias and 

information obtained via rumour or gossip.  Peer-reports do have the advantages, 

however, of decreasing the bias associated with the use of a single rater, while also 

being made by the people who are most likely to be present when bullying occurs.  

Finally, observational methods can provide reliable, valid, and objective measures of 

bullying, but may be too costly to implement.  Such techniques can also lead to 

artificiality in children’s behaviour.  Thus, when selecting an assessment method, each 

of these issues needs to be considered. 
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2.3 An Experimental Simulation Paradigm for Assessing the Role of the Group in 

Bullying 

2.3.1 A Description of the Experimental Simulation Paradigm 

 In addition to the measurement techniques described previously, bullying can also 

be assessed via an experimental simulation paradigm.  To date, two studies have 

utilised such a paradigm to explore the group’s role in bullying, using vignettes to 

manipulate selected variables and assessing the impact of these on children’s attitudes 

toward those who bully. 

 The first of these studies was conducted by Ojala and Nesdale (2004) and involved 

male participants, aged 10 to 13 years.  In this study, the children were given a story 

that centred on two boys (Paul and David) and the groups to which they belonged. 

Paul’s group was described as well-liked and popular, whereas David’s group was 

rejected and unpopular.  An incident between Paul and David, and Paul’s reaction to 

this, were also outlined.  Within the story, three variables were manipulated: 1) the 

norms of Paul’s group (bullying versus fairness), 2) the degree of similarity between 

Paul’s and David’s groups (similar versus dissimilar), and 3) Paul’s behaviour 

(bullying versus helping).  After reading the story, children were then asked how much 

they liked Paul and how likely they felt it was that his group would retain him as a 

member.  In this way, the impact of group-level variables on children’s attitudes 

toward those who bully was assessed. 

 A second study by Nesdale and Scarlett (2004) employed a similar method, in 

which participants (i.e., males in Grades 5 to 7) read a story about two groups of boys.  

In this story, one of the groups was described as bullying others, whereas the other was 

portrayed as being victimised.  The story then described an aggressive incident 

between the groups that occurred when they were playing handball at school.  The 
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variables manipulated in this story were 1) the status of the bullying group (high versus 

low), 2) the legitimacy of the handball court rules (high versus low), and 3) the level of 

consistency between the demands of the bully group and the court rules (high versus 

low).  Participants were then asked questions relating to their liking of the bully group, 

the degree to which the bully group was responsible for the incident, and the extent to 

which the bully group should be punished.  Thus, the impact of several variables on 

children’s attitudes toward groups that bully was again assessed.  

2.3.2 Strengths of an Experimental Simulation Paradigm 

 When attempting to determine the peer group’s role in bullying, experimental 

studies are likely to have advantages over naturalistic ones in relation to internal 

validity.  In particular, by utilising random assignment, experimental studies allow for 

the control of confounding variables that may influence results in a natural setting.  

Further, the manipulation of group-related variables allows the experimenter to infer a 

causal relationship between these independent variables and the dependent variables of 

interest.  Such a relationship is more difficult to establish in naturalistic studies, unless 

(a) a longitudinal design is employed and groups followed from their formation 

onwards and (b) potentially confounding variables are statistically controlled.  

Accordingly, experimental studies can further research in the area of bullying by 

exploring the group variables that are causally linked to such behaviour.  

2.3.3 Limitations of an Experimental Simulation Paradigm 

 One limitation of the studies that have so far utilised an experimental paradigm in 

relation to bullying is that they focus on attitudes, rather than behaviour.  That is, both 

Nesdale and Scarlett (2004) and Ojala and Nesdale (2004) explored the impact of the 

group on variables such as liking of group members and desire to retain group 

members.  However, they have not investigated whether the group also influences 
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children’s bullying behaviour.  Accordingly, future research could extend past studies 

by determining whether group-level variables affect the likelihood of a child engaging 

in bullying. 

 In addition, although experimental strategies can have advantages over naturalistic 

studies when attempting to establish causality, they are more limited in relation to 

external validity.  That is, although group variables might be found to have an impact 

on children in an experimental setting, questions are likely to remain as to whether 

such results generalise to real-life groups.  Consequently, naturalistic studies of groups 

are still required to supplement the results of experimental simulations.  

2.3.4 Conclusions 

 In the past year, two studies have utilised an experimental simulation paradigm to 

assess the role of the peer group in childhood bullying.  These studies assessed 

whether variables such as group status and group norms influence children’s 

evaluations of both groups, and individual group members, that bully.  When 

compared to naturalistic studies, these experimental studies are better able to establish 

the causal relationship between group-level variables and children’s attitudes and 

behaviours.  However, this advantage is accompanied by several limitations of the 

research to date.  In particular, previous studies have focussed on the group’s impact 

on attitudes only.  Consequently, additional research is required to determine whether 

group-level variables also affect bullying behaviour.  Further, concerns exist regarding 

the generalisability of results obtained via experimental studies.  Accordingly, it is 

recommended that naturalistic and experimental studies be utilised as complementary 

strategies when exploring the role of the group in bullying.  
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2.4 General Conclusions 

 A variety of measurement techniques are currently available to assist in the 

assessment of childhood bullying.  However, as discussed in this chapter, these 

techniques are not without limitations.  Consequently, the current research attempted 

to overcome several of these. 

 Thus, one of the main aims of Study 1 was to develop a questionnaire that improved 

on past measures of bullying.  Due to the disadvantages associated with use of the term 

“bullying”, it was decided that specific behavioural statements would be employed 

instead.  However, unlike previous questionnaires that have utilised this format, the 

current scale included a comprehensive range of statements, describing physical, 

verbal, and relational bullying, as well as behaviours associated with the additional 

pro-bullying roles of assistant and reinforcer.  Furthermore, since peer-ratings have 

several important advantages over other methods for assessing bullying, the 

questionnaire was designed with this in mind.  That is, the scale was developed 

principally as a peer-rating measure, although the format was such that self- and 

teacher-ratings could also be obtained.  Finally, factor analytic techniques were used to 

determine the appropriate subscales for this questionnaire.  This improved upon 

previous questionnaires by shifting away from the use of an overall bullying score, 

while also helping to clarify whether the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer should 

be assessed separately.  The newly developed scale was then employed in Study 2, 

which explored the applicability of social identity theory and self-categorisation theory 

to bullying using naturally formed groups. 

 Study 3 then utilised an experimental simulation to further investigate the role of 

the group in bullying.  This study extended previous research by exploring the impact 

of the group on actual bullying behaviour, rather than attitudes.  The findings from this 
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study were expected to supplement those from Study 2, providing stronger evidence of 

a causal relationship between group-level variables, derived from SIT and SCT, and 

bullying. 
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3.0 SOCIAL IDENTITY AND SELF-CATEGORISATION THEORY: 

IMPLICATIONS FOR BULLYING 

 As discussed in Chapter 1, recent research indicates that the peer group plays an 

important role in the problem of bullying.  Peers are often present when bullying 

occurs, providing an audience or actively joining in the bullying.  However, thus far, 

studies in the area have been largely descriptive, detailing the behaviour or roles of 

peers in bullying situations, but not proposing any theoretical basis for understanding 

this behaviour.  Consequently, the current research attempts to further our 

understanding of bullying via the application of social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & 

Turner, 1979) and its more recent elaboration, self-categorisation theory (SCT; Turner 

et al., 1987). 

 A social identity perspective was chosen because SIT and SCT have been amongst 

the most influential theories of group phenomena.  They have been used to explain a 

wide variety of behaviours, including in-group favouritism (e.g., Billig & Tajfel, 1973; 

Tajfel, Bilig, Bundy, & Flament, 1971; Turner, 1978; Vaughn, Tajfel, & Williams, 

1981), group polarisation (e.g., Cvetkovich & Baumgardner, 1973; Hogg & Turner, 

1987; Turner, 1991; Turner et al., 1987), minority influence (e.g., Abrams & Hogg, 

1990; Tajfel, 1978; Turner, 1991), stereotyping (e.g., Doosje & Ellemers, 1997; Oakes, 

1996; Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994) and discrimination (e.g., Jetten, Spears, & 

Manstead, 1996, 1997b; Vaughn, 1988).  Thus, given the widespread application of 

SIT and SCT, it is worthwhile exploring whether these theories can also advance our 

understanding of the group processes underlying bullying.  

 Accordingly, this chapter begins by providing an overview of both SIT and SCT.  

Evidence highlighting the theories’ application to children will then be reviewed, 

followed by a discussion of several concepts drawn from the theories that are of 
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particular relevance to the current research.  These include the issue of within-group 

similarities, the influence of group norms, identification with the group, and members’ 

position within the group. 

3.1 Social Identity and Self-Categorisation Theory 

3.1.1 An Overview of Social Identity Theory 

 SIT is a theory of inter-group behaviour that began as an attempt to explain inter-

group discrimination in the “minimal group paradigm” (Tajfel, 1972; Turner, 1975, 

1978).  In this paradigm, participants are randomly placed into one of two non-

overlapping groups.  They are then asked to distribute money or points between 

another member of the in-group and a member of the out-group.  The groups are 

described as minimal as they have no past or future, group members remain 

anonymous throughout the task, and no social interaction between the participant and 

other group members occurs (Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Diehl, 1990; Reicher, Spears, & 

Postmes, 1995; Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  The potential influence of self-interest is also 

eliminated, as participants are not allowed to allocate money or points to themselves.  

However, even under these minimal conditions, participants tend to respond with a 

strategy of in-group favouritism, attempting to maximise the difference between 

allocations to the in- and out-group, at the cost of absolute profit for the in-group (e.g., 

Billig & Tajfel, 1973; Tajfel et al., 1971; Vaughn et al., 1981).  These findings led 

Tajfel and Turner (1979) to conclude that “the mere perception of belonging to two 

distinct groups – that is social categorization per se – is sufficient to trigger intergroup 

discrimination favoring the in-group” (p. 38).   

 SIT proposes that, when interacting with others, we tend to view them as members 

of a particular social category, or group.  We also self-categorise, with our group 

affiliations forming part of our self-concept, or social identity.  SIT makes the further 
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assumption that individuals are motivated to achieve and maintain a positive social 

identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1975) and, in order to accomplish this goal, it 

is necessary to make comparisons between the in-group and out-groups.  In particular, 

a positive social identity can be achieved by evaluating the in-group as positively 

distinct from relevant out-groups. 

 If a group does not contribute positively to the members’ social identity, SIT 

suggests the members might react in one of several ways (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  

First, individuals might seek to change their group membership, moving to a group 

that is more successful.  This strategy is known as social mobility.  Second, group 

members might use a strategy of social creativity.  This can involve comparing the in- 

and out-group on a new dimension, changing the value assigned to the comparative 

dimension (i.e., from negative to positive), or selecting a different out-group with 

which to compare the in-group.  Third, group members might choose to compete with 

the out-group, in order to achieve positive distinctiveness.  Regardless of the strategy 

used, the goal of the group member is to improve their social identity. 

 SIT also claims that the desire to maintain a positive social identity is driven by the 

need for positive self-esteem (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  In other words, the need for 

social self-esteem is the motivating force behind inter-group behaviour.  This 

proposition, known as the self-esteem hypothesis, has been furthered by Hogg and 

Abrams (1990), who suggested two related corollaries.  That is, inter-group 

discrimination enhances social identity and therefore elevates self-esteem (Corollary 

1).  Further, threatened self-esteem promotes inter-group discrimination because of the 

need for positive self-esteem (Corollary 2).  That is, self-esteem can be viewed as both 

a cause and a consequence of inter-group discrimination (Diehl, 1990). 
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 Several recent articles (e.g., Aberson, Healy, & Romero, 2000; Hogg & Abrams, 

1990; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) have reviewed the evidence for these corollaries and 

concluded that more support is available for Corollary 1 than 2.  That is, although self-

esteem appears to be enhanced via discrimination, there is little evidence that it is a 

motivating force behind such behaviour.  However, Hewstone and colleagues 

(Hewstone, Rubin, & Willis, 2002; Rubin & Hewstone, 1998) have argued that further 

research regarding Corollary 2 is needed before self-esteem can be ruled out as a factor 

prompting discrimination.  They criticise previous research on the grounds that a 

variety of self-esteem measures have been used, when it is specifically social self-

esteem that is proposed as motivating discrimination.  Further, participants’ level of 

identification with the group is often ignored when investigating the self-esteem 

hypothesis, and SIT suggests it is only among those who identify with the group that 

threatened self-esteem will lead to discrimination. 

 In sum, the two concepts at the core of SIT are social categorisation and social 

comparison.  Individuals categorise themselves and others, and compare these 

categories in an attempt to achieve a positive social identity.  Although questions 

remain as to whether social self-esteem is the driving force behind inter-group 

behaviour, SIT continues to be one of the most influential theories in the area of social 

psychology. 

3.1.2 An Overview of Self-Categorisation Theory 

 Whereas SIT is a theory of inter-group behaviour, Turner et al. (1987) assert that 

SCT “is focused on the explanation not of a specific kind of group behaviour but of 

how individuals are able to act as a group at all” (p. 42).  As the name suggests, this 

theory proposes that self-categorisations are one form that cognitive representations of 

the self can take.  That is, individuals cognitively group themselves with similar others 
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and contrast this against groups from which they differ.  What is important in this 

comparative situation is the relative difference between and within groups (Oakes et 

al., 1994).  Turner et al. have captured this idea in the meta-contrast principle, which 

states that: 

any collection of stimuli is more likely to be categorized as an entity 

(i.e., grouped as identical) to the degree that the differences between 

those stimuli on relevant dimensions of comparison (intra-class 

differences) are perceived as less than the differences between that 

collection and other stimuli (inter-class differences). (p. 47)   

In other words, categories are formed in such a way that the differences between them 

are larger than the differences within them. 

 SCT also proposes that, once individuals perceive themselves as belonging to a 

category, depersonalisation occurs (Hogg & Mullin, 1999; Oakes et al., 1994; Reicher 

et al., 1995; Turner et al., 1987).  Depersonalisation refers to the occurrence of self-

stereotyping, whereby individuals come to view their beliefs, attitudes, feelings and 

behaviours as reflecting those that are typical of the in-group.  That is, 

depersonalisation causes people to see themselves as interchangeable with other 

members of their social group.  It is this process that Turner et al. propose is “the basic 

process underlying group phenomena” (p. 50). 

 With regard to the motivating force behind self-categorisation, SCT makes little 

comment.  In particular, the theory includes no proposition regarding the search for 

positive social self-esteem.  However, Hogg and colleagues (e.g., Hogg & Abrams, 

1993; Hogg & Mullin, 1999) have suggested that a desire to reduce uncertainty may be 

the motivation for categorisation.  That is, uncertainty, whether it be regarding 

attitudes, feelings or behaviours, is hypothesised to lead people to seek agreement with 
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similar others.  Categorisation, and the subsequent depersonalisation that occurs, can 

therefore contribute to reducing uncertainty by increasing the perceived similarities 

between the self and other group members. 

 The proposal that subjective uncertainty prompts categorisation, and is therefore a 

key factor in explaining group phenomena, has received support.  For example, Hogg 

and Grieve (1999) found that categorised participants reported increased certainty after 

categorisation, whereas the level of uncertainty of uncategorised participants did not 

change over the course of the experiment.  Grieve and Hogg (1999) also found that 

individuals who were categorised under conditions of high uncertainty expressed 

greater in-group identification and in-group bias than those categorised under 

conditions of low uncertainty, or those not categorised at all.  Similarly, Mullin and 

Hogg (1999) found task uncertainty lead to greater group identification and an 

increased desire for validation from the group, particularly under conditions of high 

task importance.  Further, Jetten, Hogg, and Mullin (2000) reported that, under 

conditions of high uncertainty, participants were more likely to turn to a homogeneous, 

rather than a heterogeneous, in-group for validation.  They argued that this occurred 

because the homogeneous group could provide more consistent and consensual 

information than the heterogeneous one, and thus was more effective in reducing 

uncertainty.  

 In sum, SCT proposes that groups form when people categorise themselves with 

similar others, and contrast this category against those that are dissimilar.  As a result 

of categorisation, depersonalisation occurs, whereby group members self-stereotype, 

perceiving the beliefs, attitudes and behaviours of the group as their own.  Although 

the motive underlying this process is not made explicit by SCT, recent evidence 

suggests that uncertainty reduction may be a central factor. 
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3.1.3 The Application of Social Identity and Self-Categorisation Theory to Children 

 When considering childhood bullying, confidence in the utility of SIT and SCT 

could be gained if studies showed the theories were able to explain group processes 

amongst children.  Unfortunately, although SIT and SCT have received much research 

attention over the years, the field has been dominated by studies of adults.  Early 

research, such as minimal group studies by Billig and Tajfel (1973) and Tajfel et al. 

(1971), did use adolescent participants but, until recently, younger children were rarely 

the focus of investigations.  However, evidence is now growing to suggest that the 

processes that guide group behaviour amongst adults are also applicable to children. 

 For example, an early study by Vaughn et al. (1981) explored whether children, 

aged 7 and 11 years, displayed in-group bias in a minimal group setting.  Participants 

were placed in one of two groups, ostensibly on the basis of their preference for one of 

two sets of pictures, and then asked to distribute money between in- and out-group 

members.  Results revealed that, regardless of age, children did show in-group bias, 

most often choosing a strategy of maximum differentiation. 

 More recently, studies by Bigler and colleagues have also yielded findings 

consistent with the application of SIT and SCT to children (Bigler, 1995; Bigler, Jones, 

& Lobliner, 1997).  In these studies, children attending summer school (aged between 

6 and 12 years) were exposed to teachers who made functional use of gender and/or 

colour categories in the classroom.  That is, teachers addressed their classes using the 

category names and also separated the groups physically whenever possible (e.g., 

seating boys and girls on opposite sides of the classroom).  Using this strategy, Bigler 

found that more gender stereotyping occurred when functional use of gender 

categories was made, in comparison to when children were addressed as individuals 

and the class treated as a single unit.  Bigler et al. also found evidence of stereotyping 
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when colour categories were used.  That is, children perceived the two colour groups 

to be less similar when functional use was made of the colour categories than when it 

was not.  Children in the former condition were also more likely to assign negative 

traits to the out-group and positive traits to the in-group, as well as express a greater 

desire to play with in-group, rather than out-group, peers.   

Other studies have also explored the influence of group status on children’s 

evaluations of their group.  For example, Yee and Brown (1992) investigated in-group 

favouritism, using a sample aged between 3 and 10 years.  In this study, children were 

informed that they were to be assigned to teams for an egg-and-spoon race, on the 

basis of their speed at this task.  In reality, the assessment of children’s speed was 

manipulated to ensure that all children received identical feedback on their 

performance.  Assignment to either a “fast” or “slow” team was then made on a 

random basis.  Results showed that, overall, children displayed strong in-group bias, 

rating their team more favourably than the other team.  However, whereas a majority 

of those in the “fast” condition wished to remain with their team, most of those in the 

“slow” condition wanted to change teams.  This is consistent with SIT’s concept of 

social mobility, which proposes that if a group does not contribute positively to an 

individual’s self-evaluations, the individual might be motivated to change groups. 

 A study by Nesdale and Flesser (2001) also investigated the effect of status on a 

number of variables, including children’s liking for the in- and out-group, similarity to 

in- and out-group members, and desire to change teams.  To manipulate status, 

children were placed in a team for a drawing competition, on the basis of a previous 

drawing, and told their group consisted of either “good” or “excellent” drawers.  In 

addition, children were informed that changing to the other team was either possible or 

impossible (high versus low social mobility).  Half the children were also provided 
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with information regarding a second dimension that could be used to differentiate their 

group, whereas the other half received no further information (high versus low social 

creativity).  Overall, results revealed in-group favouritism, with the in-group being 

liked significantly more than the out-group.  Further, whereas children in the high 

status condition had little interest in changing teams, those in the low status condition 

expressed a desire to switch teams when this option was available to them.   

 Bigler, Spears-Brown, and Markell (2001) also found that status influenced 

evaluations of in- and out-groups.  When teachers made functional use of colour 

categories, children assigned to a high status group gave more positive ratings of the 

in- than out-group.  In contrast, no such difference was found amongst children in the 

low status condition.  Again, these results suggest that children are aware of the status 

of their group, with in-group favouritism eliminated in low status conditions.   

 Additional research using child participants has also been prompted by the 

advancement of social identity development theory (SIDT; Nesdale, 1999).  Drawing 

on SIT and SCT, SIDT was initially proposed as an explanation of the development of 

ethnic prejudice in children.  In particular, SIDT outlines four phases in this 

developmental process.  Prior to age 2 or 3, children are thought to be in the 

undifferentiated phase, during which racial cues such as skin colour are not noticed.  

Around 3 years of age, ethnic awareness begins to emerge.  Racial cues become salient 

and children realise that they belong to a particular ethnic group.  Once this realisation 

occurs, the phase of ethnic preference begins.  That is, children focus on their ethnic 

group and evaluate it more positively than other ethnic groups.  Ethnic preference may 

then turn to ethnic prejudice, the final phase, under certain conditions.  This change is 

more likely if 1) prejudice is normative (i.e., other people in the child’s social group 
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display prejudice), 2) the child identifies strongly with their ethnic group, and 3) an 

out-group poses a threat to the in-group (Nesdale, Maass, Durkin, & Griffiths, 2004). 

 Although SIDT was not the driving force behind the current research, identical 

hypotheses regarding the effect of group norms and group identification are derived 

from SIDT and SCT.  That is, drawing on SCT, it can be predicted that children who 

belong to a group with a norm for bullying will be more likely to engage in such 

behaviour.  This hypothesis is consistent with SIDT’s proposition that children are 

more likely to display prejudice if they are members of a group where such behaviour 

is normative.  Further, SCT predicts that group identification influences children’s 

behaviour, with high identifiers more likely to conform to group norms of bullying that 

low identifiers.  Again, this is in accordance with SIDT’s proposal that children who 

identify strongly with their group are most likely to display prejudice towards other 

groups.  Thus, recent studies based on SIDT, which explore the shift from ethnic 

preference to prejudice, are relevant to the present literature review. 

 Results supportive of SIDT have been obtained in a number of studies.  For 

example, Nesdale, Maass, Griffiths, and Durkin (2003) and Nesdale, Durkin, Maass, 

and Griffiths (2004) have shown that, regardless of the ethnicity of other in-group 

members, children (aged 5 to 9 years) liked the in-group more than the out-group.  

However, children liked the out-group less when the ethnicity of its members was 

different, rather than the same as the participant’s own.  This finding demonstrates 

that, consistent with SIDT and SIT, categorisation, rather than ethnicity, was the most 

influential variable in determining participants’ judgements. 

 Further, Nesdale, Durkin, et al.’s (2004) study found that children did not actually 

report dislike for the out-group.  Rather, participants liked the out-group, but to a lesser 

extent than the in-group.  That is, in the absence of (a) group norms that support 
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discrimination, (b) high levels of group identification, and (c) threat to the in-group, 

preference, rather than prejudice, was apparent. 

 Extending this research, Nesdale, Durkin, Maas, and Griffiths (in press) showed 

that children who identified highly with their group disliked the out-group more than 

those who were not high identifiers.  They also found that under conditions of threat, 

children actively disliked the out-group, whereas attitudes to the out-group were 

neutral in the no-threat condition.  Nesdale, Maass, et al. (2004) also explored the 

influence of threat (versus no threat) and group norms (inclusion versus exclusion) on 

out-group liking.  Findings showed that, amongst 7-year-olds, when the out-group 

threatened the in-group, the out-group was disliked regardless of the group norm.  For 

9-year-olds, threat led to dislike of the out-group when the norm was exclusion, but to 

neutral feelings when the norm was inclusion.  When there was no threat, 7-year-olds 

liked the out-group when the norm was inclusion, but disliked them when the norm 

was exclusion.  For 9-year-olds, under conditions of no threat, reactions to the out-

group remained neutral, regardless of group norm.  In combination, the results of these 

studies indicate that norms, identification, and threat are important variables in 

determining children’s reactions to the out-group. 

 To summarise, evidence suggests that a social identity perspective can advance 

understanding of group phenomena that occur in childhood.  In particular, when 

categorisation is made salient, children respond with increased stereotyping and in-

group favouritism.  Children also appear conscious of group status, expressing greater 

loyalty and favouritism toward the in-group when it is of high, rather than low, status.  

Research drawing on SIDT also suggests that liking for the in-group can turn to dislike 

of the out-group when group norms support such behaviour, children identify strongly 

with the in-group, and/or the out-group poses a threat.   



Bullying in Schools  81 

3.1.4 Conclusions 

 SIT, and its recent elaboration, SCT, are two widely recognised theories of group 

behaviour.  Although much of the early research exploring the application of the 

theories utilised adult participants, more recent studies suggest the theories, 

particularly as elaborated in SIDT, are also relevant to group processes in childhood.  

Consequently, the application of a social identity perspective to understanding the peer 

group’s role in childhood bullying appears to be a viable avenue for future research. 

3.2 Childhood Bullying: The Application of Social Identity and Self-Categorisation 

Theory 

 Although a general overview of SIT and SCT has so far been provided, the 

following sections discuss several concepts drawn from the theories that are central to 

the current research.  These are within-group similarities, group norms, group 

identification, and intra-group position.  

3.2.1 The Issue of Within-Group Similarities 

 According to SCT, people form groups by categorising themselves with similar 

others and contrasting this category against out-groups from which they differ.  In this 

situation, relative differences become important, in that the differences between the 

groups need to be bigger than the differences within them.  Although this comparative 

process implies that within-group homogeneity is not the sole basis for categorisation, 

it would still appear that some degree of similarity is required.   

 Indeed, research findings indicate that children form friendships with those who are 

similar to themselves on demographic variables such as gender, ethnicity, and age 

(Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Hartup, 1992; Kandel, 1978a; Kupersmidt, DeRosier, & 

Patterson, 1995; Rodgers, Billy, & Udry, 1984; Tolson & Urberg, 1993).  Other 

studies have found friends to also display behavioural similarities in areas such as 
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dating frequency, involvement in athletics, and academic achievement (Cairns & 

Cairns, 1994; Cohen, 1977; Xie, Cairns, & Cairns, 1999).  

 Accordingly, the current research hypothesised that within-group similarities in 

regard to bullying behaviour should also be apparent.  That is, children belonging to 

the same friendship network were expected to engage in similar levels of bullying.  

Further, given that research has shown that problem behaviours3 often cluster together 

in the same children (e.g., Donovan & Jessor, 1985; Donovan, Jessor, & Costa, 1988; 

Jessor & Jessor, 1977), two additional predictions were made.  First, bullying should 

be correlated with other problem behaviours, and second, within-group similarities in 

problem behaviours should also occur.  In the ensuing sections, previous research 

relevant to each of these propositions is discussed. 

 3.2.1.1 Within-group similarity in bullying behaviour 

 To date, relatively few studies have explored whether group members display 

similar behaviours in bullying situations.  However, research focussing on other types 

of aggression is pertinent to the current discussion.  Accordingly, the results of these 

studies are presented, followed by those that concentrate specifically on bullying.   

 In terms of general aggression in childhood, research typically supports the 

hypothesis of within-group similarities.  For example, Kupersmidt et al. (1995) 

analysed the reciprocal friendships of children in Grades 3 and 4 and found similarities 

amongst friends on aggressive behaviour.  Boivin and Vitaro (1995) also reported that, 

amongst third to sixth grade boys, aggressive children “associated with more 

aggressive peers than their nonaggressive counterparts” (p. 190).  Cairns and Cairns 

(1994) reported similar findings from a study that involved two cohorts, aged 10 and 

                                                           
3 The term “problem behaviours” is used to refer specifically to externalising problem behaviours.  Such 
behaviours are directed towards others and include aggression, impulsiveness, and conduct problems.  
These behaviours are distinct from internalising problems, which are directed inwards (e.g., anxiety, 
depression, and shyness) (Mash & Dozois, 1996; Trull & Phares, 2001). 
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13 years.  They found that, for each cohort, both males’ and females’ friendship 

networks displayed significant levels of within-group similarity in aggression (i.e., 

intraclass correlations ranged from .28 to .47).  More recently, Estell, Cairns, Farmer, 

and Cairns (2002) replicated these results utilising a sample of children from Grade 1.  

In this study, within-group similarities in aggression were again found for both males 

and females. 

 However, other research suggests that such similarity may not be universal to all 

age and gender groups.  Cairns et al. (1988) studied fourth and seventh grade children 

to assess whether their levels of aggression were similar within friendship clusters.  

Results revealed that members of male clusters were similar in their ratings of 

aggression in both fourth and seventh grade.  For females, similarities were only found 

for groups in Grade 7.  Xie et al. (1999) found a comparable pattern.  In this study, 

data from students in Grades 4 and 5 and Grades 6 and 7 were analysed separately.  

When teachers’ reports of aggression were used, males displayed significant within-

group similarity at both ages, whereas only the older female cohort did.  When self-

reports were used, significant results were not found amongst the younger cohort of 

females or males.  Although these findings suggest that within-group similarities on 

aggression may only become apparent with increasing age, particularly amongst 

females, they conflict with Cairns and Cairns’ (1994), Estell et al.’s (2002), and 

Kupersmidt et al.’s (1995) results that indicated within-group similarities at a young 

age.  Further research is needed to resolve this disagreement. 

 In addition to research that has focussed on aggression in general, a number of 

studies have concentrated on specific types of aggression.  For example, reactive and 

proactive aggression were explored in a study by Poulin et al. (1997).  Using a sample 

of third Grade boys, both types of aggression were assessed by an independent 
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observer during five 45-minute play sessions.  Results showed that friendship dyads 

displayed significant similarity in terms of proactive aggression (r = .37), whereas 

significant results were not found for reactive aggression (r = .01).  

 Similarly, Poulin and Boivin (2000) examined reactive and proactive aggression in 

fourth to sixth grade boys.  Based on teachers’ reports of aggression, participants who 

reciprocated the friendship choice of proactively aggressive boys displayed more 

proactive aggression than boys who did not reciprocate or who were not nominated as 

a friend.  That is, proactively aggressive boys tended to have reciprocal friendships 

with proactively aggressive peers.  Such a trend was not found for reactive aggression.  

Furthermore, boys who developed new friendships over the 6-month duration of the 

study displayed similar levels of proactive aggression at the start of the study.  In other 

words, similarity in proactive aggression appeared to be a basis on which new 

friendships were formed.  Again, such a pattern did not occur for reactive aggression. 

 A further study by Grotpeter and Crick (1996) made the distinction between overt 

and relational aggression when investigating within-friendship similarities.  Using a 

sample of girls and boys from Grades 3 to 6, this study showed that, when compared to 

the friends of non-aggressive children, children who were nominated as overtly 

aggressive had friends who reported greater overt aggression towards others (i.e., 

towards children outside the friendship).  In contrast, friends of relationally aggressive 

children reported more relational aggression within the friendship than did non-

aggressive children.  These results suggest that friends engage in overt aggression 

together by targeting someone outside their dyad, whereas children who are 

relationally aggressive target their friends. 

 In sum, these findings indicate that children who belong to the same peer network 

typically display similarity in terms of their general level of aggression.  However, 
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when specific types of aggression are considered, similarities are not always apparent.  

That is, reciprocated friends are not alike in terms of their reactive aggression, but are 

alike on proactive aggression (i.e unprovoked, goal-directed aggression).  Similarities 

are also more apparent for overt, rather than relational, aggression.  Thus, the question 

remains as to whether bullying is a type of aggression for which within-group 

similarities are evident.  

 In recent years, several studies have addressed this issue.  Pelligrini et al. (1999) 

conducted one such study, utilising Grade 5 students as participants.  They found that 

children classed as bullies via self-reports received more reciprocal friendship 

nominations from other bullies than from victims or controls (i.e., neither bullies nor 

victims).  This finding suggests some degree of behavioural similarity amongst bullies 

and their friends.  Results from Esplage et al. (2003) support such a conclusion.  In this 

longitudinal study, participants were recruited from Grades 6 to 8 and assessed over a 

6-month period.  Results revealed significant intraclass correlations for both males and 

females, indicating that children associated with peers who displayed comparable 

levels of bullying.  

 Two additional studies by Salmivalli and colleagues have extended research in the 

area by investigating the peer networks associated with different bullying roles.  In the 

first of these studies, Salmivalli et al. (1997) assessed the six participant roles (i.e., 

bully, assistant, reinforcer, defender, outsider, and victim) amongst children aged 11 

and 12 years.  They found that, for each of the participant roles, children’s individual 

scores were positively correlated with the mean scores obtained for the remainder of 

their friendship network.  Moreover, for boys, bullies’ networks typically consisted of 

assistants and reinforcers, while rarely containing defenders or outsiders.  The same 

was true for female bullies, although two additional findings were noted.  First, female 
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bullies often had other bullies in their network and, second, it was not uncommon for 

female bullies to have victims in their network.  In part, this second gender difference 

in network make-up may stem from differences in bullying behaviour.  That is, since 

relational forms of bullying are typically more common amongst females than males 

(e.g., Bjorkqvist et al., 1992; Borg, 1999; Crick et al., 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; 

Pateraki & Houndoumadi, 2001), and Grotpeter and Crick (1996) found relational 

aggression is often aimed at friends, it follows that female bullies may relationally 

victimise a member of their group.  However, since Salmivalli et al. did not gather 

information regarding the form bullying took, this remains only a tentative possibility. 

 A second study by Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al. (1998) also provides evidence of 

within-group homogeneity in bullying behaviour.  Using a 2-year longitudinal design, 

beginning when participants were in Grade 6 (i.e., approximately 12- to 13-years of 

age), results of this study showed that children’s behaviour in Grade 8 could be 

predicted by their own behaviour in Grade 6 and the behaviour of their current (i.e., 

Grade 8) friends.  For example, for both boys and girls, bullying behaviour in Grade 8 

was positively correlated with the child’s own bullying behaviour in Grade 6, as well 

as their friends’ bullying behaviour in Grade 8.  Similar results were found for the 

other participant roles.  Thus, the significant correlations between own and current 

peer group behaviour provide further evidence of within-group similarity. 

 In sum, research evidence provides support for the prediction, based on SCT, that 

group members display comparable levels of bullying behaviour.  However, a 

limitation of the studies conducted thus far is that they do not differentiate between 

different types of bullying.  Since studies of aggression suggest that within-group 

similarities may only be apparent for certain types of aggression, it would be 
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worthwhile exploring whether this was also the case for bullying.  Accordingly, the 

current research addressed this issue. 

 3.2.1.2 The association between bullying and other problem behaviours 

 Although group members may display similar levels of bullying behaviour, it is also 

likely that this is not the only factor that draws the group together.  Rather, children 

who engage in bullying may also display a variety of other problem behaviours.  This 

proposition is based, in part, on Jessor’s work with adolescents (e.g., Donovan & 

Jessor, 1985; Donovan et al., 1988; Jessor & Jessor, 1977), which indicated that 

problem behaviours often cluster together.  That is, adolescents who engaged in 

“general deviant behaviour” (e.g., fighting, lying, and shoplifting) were also likely to 

smoke cigarettes, consume alcohol, and use other illicit drugs.  Thus, in terms of the 

current research, it may be that bullying is only one behaviour in a wider syndrome of 

problem behaviours.   

 Indeed, research to date provides support for this hypothesis.  Specifically, several 

studies have found an association between bullying and other aggressive behaviours.  

For example, Pelligrini et al. (1999) assessed reactive and proactive aggression among 

Grade 5 students and found bullying to be significantly correlated with both forms of 

aggression.  Roland and Idsoe (2001) explored the association between aggression and 

bullying by studying reactive aggression and two different forms of proactive 

aggression; power-related and affiliation-related proactive aggression.  Characteristic 

of power-related proactive aggression is the pleasure gained by dominating, or having 

power over, another individual.  In comparison, when affiliation-related proactive 

aggression is used, positive emotions are experienced because of the increased 

affiliation between members of a group (e.g., two aggressors jointly attack a victim).  

Results of the study showed that, for Grade 5 participants, bullying was associated 
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with reactive aggression and affiliation-related proactive aggression.  In contrast, for 

Grade 8 participants, bullying was correlated with both forms of proactive aggression, 

but not reactive aggression.  Subsequently, Roland and Idsoe concluded that the 

relationship between reactive aggression and bullying decreased with age, whereas the 

relationship between proactive aggression and bullying increased.  Results from 

another study by Roland (2002a) also supported the association between the two forms 

of proactive aggression and bullying for eighth grade students.  In sum, these studies 

indicate that children who bully are also likely to engage in other aggressive 

behaviours, although the form of aggression may vary with age. 

 Additionally, research has revealed a link between bullying and delinquent 

behaviour.  For example, in a study of children aged 11 to 14 years, Baldry and 

Farrington (2000) determined the percentage of participants classified as delinquent 

who reported bullying others.  Delinquent behaviours assessed included stealing from 

shops, cars, or friends’ houses, fighting unknown people in the street, damaging 

property, drinking alcohol, and smoking cigarettes and other drugs.  Results revealed 

that 70.5% of participants classed as “frequent delinquents” (i.e., those falling in the 

top quarter of delinquent scores) were also bullies, while a further 64.3% of 

“occasional delinquents” (i.e., those falling in the second quarter of delinquent scores) 

bullied others.  In comparison, only 38.5% of non-delinquents were bullies.  Bosworth 

et al. (1999) and Esplage et al. (2001) have also found bullying to be positively 

correlated with misconduct, involving rule-breaking and law-breaking at school, at 

home, and in the community. 

 Studies focussing on specific delinquent behaviours have also typically found them 

to be associated with bullying.  That is, children who bully others are more likely to 

smoke and drink alcohol (Berthold & Hoover, 2000; Nansel et al., 2001), use 
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marijuana (Berthold & Hoover, 2000), have access to weapons (Andershed et al., 

2001; Berthold & Hoover, 2000), and guns in particular (Bosworth et al., 1999; 

Esplage et al., 2000), shoplift (Berthold & Hoover, 2000; Rigby & Cox, 1996), truant 

(Rigby & Cox, 1996), and be engaged in violence on the street (Andershed et al., 

2001).   

 Based on these findings, there appears to be growing support for the hypothesis that 

bullying is associated with other problem behaviours.  Nevertheless, research in the 

area can be extended in a number of ways.  In particular, the studies conducted to date 

have focussed solely on aggressive and delinquent behaviours and it would seem 

worthwhile exploring a range of other problem behaviours.  Specifically, since milder 

problem behaviours (e.g., being disruptive in class or showing off) have been found to 

precede the development of later delinquency (e.g., Patterson, Capaldi & Bank, 1991; 

West & Farrington, 1973), it is likely that these behaviours are also associated with 

bullying.  However, little research has explored this possibility.  One study that has 

touched on this relationship was conducted by Sourander et al. (2000).  They assessed 

externalising behaviour via self- and parent-report, using the Youth Self-Report (YSR; 

Achenbach, 1991b) and Child Behaviour Checklist (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991a), 

respectively.  Although the externalising scales of these questionnaires do contain 

delinquency items, milder behaviours (e.g., “I brag”, “I show off or clown”, and “I am 

louder than other kids”) are also assessed (Achenbach, 1991b).  Results of the study 

revealed that higher externalising scores on both the YSR and CBCL were associated 

with greater bullying.  However, it is important to note that the strength of this 

relationship may have been inflated as several items on the externalising scales also 

represented bullying behaviour (e.g., “I tease others a lot” and “I threaten to hurt 
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people”).  Further studies are thus required to confirm the association between bullying 

and problem behaviours. 

 Extending the focus of research beyond overall bullying behaviour could also 

advance understanding in this field.  At present, it is unclear whether different types of 

bullying, when considered separately, are correlated with problem behaviours.  

Further, no studies have explored whether problem behaviours are also typical of 

children who assist or reinforce the bully.  Research is needed to answer these 

questions.   

 Additionally, it is crucial for future research to move away from the heavy reliance 

on self-report measures.  With the exception of Pelligrini et al. (1999) and Sourander at 

al. (2000), all past studies have utilised self-reports to assess both bullying and 

problem behaviours.  This raises the concern that common method variance may have 

inflated the strength of the relationship between these two variables.  Further research 

that obtains information about bullying and problem behaviours from a variety of 

sources is warranted. 

 In the current research, a peer-report measure of problem behaviours was 

considered desirable, due to this technique’s advantages in terms of reliability and 

validity.  Since a suitable questionnaire could not be found in the literature, a new 

scale was developed (see Chapter 5 for further details on the rationale).  However, 

since the bullying questionnaire that was developed was also a peer-report measure, 

common method variance would remain problematic if peer-reports of problem 

behaviours were used.  Accordingly, each questionnaire was also designed to be 

suitable for use as a teacher- or self-report measure.  This ensured that common 

method variance could be minimised when the relationship between bullying and 

problem behaviours was explored, while also taking advantage of the strengths of 
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peer-report methodology when data from the questionnaires was considered separately 

(e.g., for analyses relating to within-group similarities). 

 In sum, recent research indicates that children who bully others are likely to engage 

in additional aggressive and delinquent behaviours.  However, most of the extant 

studies have concentrated on rather severe problem behaviours and thus it remains 

unclear as to whether bullying is also associated with milder behaviours.  Further, 

research has not explored the relationships between problem behaviours and specific 

subtypes of bullying, or the roles of assistant and reinforcer.  Consequently, the current 

research attempted to shed light on these issues, utilising peer-, self- and teacher-

reports to do so.   

 3.2.1.3 Within-group similarity in problem behaviours 

 If children belonging to the same friendship network display similar levels of 

bullying behaviour, and bullying is related to other problem behaviours, it follows that 

within-group similarities in problem behaviours should also be apparent.  Research 

focussing on delinquent behaviour supports this proposition.  For example, friends 

have been shown to display similarities in terms of their smoking, alcohol 

consumption, and illicit drug use (Aseltine, 1995; Cohen, 1997; Kandel, 1978a, 1978b; 

Rodgers et al., 1984; Tolson & Urberg, 1993).  Kandel (1978a, 1978b) also reported 

that friends displayed similar levels of “minor delinquency”, a variable that included 

behaviours such as cheating, being sent out of the classroom, and running away from 

home.  A more recent study by Dishion, Andrews, and Crosby (1995), involving males 

only, obtained similar results.  However, in each of these studies, participants were 

adolescents and it is unclear if these results would translate to a younger sample. 

 Studies that utilise pre-adolescent samples have focussed mainly on within-group 

similarities in aggression.  As discussed previously, Boivin and Vitaro (1995), Cairns 
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and Cairns (1994), Estell et al. (2002), and Kupersmidt et al. (1995), utilising 

participants from Grades 1 to 6, found friends to display comparable levels of 

aggression.  In contrast, other studies suggest these similarities only emerge during 

Grade 6 or 7, particularly amongst females (Cairns et al., 1988; Xie et al., 1999).  This 

issue remains to be resolved. 

 In addition, similarities amongst friends have been found for certain types of 

aggression only.  That is, friends appear similar on proactive, but not reactive 

aggression (Poulin & Boivin, 2000; Poulin et al., 1997), and overt, but not relational 

aggression (Grotpeter & Crick, 1996).  However, it should be emphasised that these 

findings were obtained in studies focussing solely on dyadic friendships, rather than 

larger friendship groups.  Thus, lack of similarity between dyad members does not rule 

out the possibility of similarities within the larger group.  This prospect is particularly 

relevant to relational aggression, and Grotpeter and Crick’s finding that within dyads, 

children often target their friend with this type of aggression.  If the wider friendship 

network is considered, it might be that other group members also display relational 

aggression towards the selected target. 

 Overall, research supports the hypothesis that members of friendship networks 

display similarities in terms of problem behaviours.  Amongst adolescents, this 

proposition holds true for a variety of delinquent behaviours.  In contrast, amongst 

younger children, aggression has typically been the only behaviour studied.  Although 

similarities in proactive and overt aggression have been found in this age group, 

research would be advanced if alternative problem behaviours during preadolescence 

were explored.  Accordingly, the current research also addressed this issue. 
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 3.2.1.4 Research implications 

 SIT and SCT propose that groups form so as to maximise inter-group differences 

while also minimising intra-group differences.  In applying these theories to childhood 

bullying, it follows that the members of friendship networks should display 

comparable levels of bullying behaviour.  In addition, since anti-social behaviours are 

often clustered together in children, significant correlations between bullying and other 

problem behaviours would be expected, as would within-group similarities in problem 

behaviours.   

 To date, studies have explored each of these propositions and found them to be 

generally supported.  However, the current research extended past research in several 

important ways.  Rather than concentrating on overall bullying behaviour, the present 

study determined whether within-group similarities were apparent for specific 

subtypes of bullying4.  By utilising these subtypes, research regarding the relationship 

between bullying and problem behaviours was also extended.  Milder forms of 

problem behaviours than considered in past research were also assessed.  Finally, 

within-group similarities on problem behaviours other than aggression were explored 

in a pre-adolescent sample. 

3.2.2 The Influence of Group Norms on Bullying Behaviour 

 In the past, research has often shown that out-group discrimination does not result 

from positive in-group and negative out-group evaluations (e.g., Bigler et al., 1997; 

Bigler et al., 2001; Brewer, 1999; Nesdale, Durkin, et al., 2004; Nesdale & Flesser, 

2001).  Rather, the out-group is liked, but to a lesser extent than the in-group and it is 

this difference in relative liking that underpins in-group bias.  Fundamental to the 

                                                           
4 The subtypes of bullying explored corresponded with the subscales obtained during the development 
of the bullying questionnaire. 
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present research is the question of what changes in-group favouritism to out-group 

derogation and attack.  One possible answer is that group norms play a role. 

 According to SCT, once individuals categorise themselves as belonging to a 

particular social group or category, the group begins to exert influence on them via 

group norms.  A norm can be defined as “a rule, value or standard shared by the 

members of a social group that prescribes appropriate, expected or desirable attitudes 

and conduct in matters relevant to the group” (Turner, 1991, p. 3).  As such, group 

norms express important aspects of a person’s social identity and consequently, group 

members should be motivated to behave in accordance with them.  In terms of 

bullying, this means that children should engage in greater levels of bullying when 

such behaviour is normative, rather than anti-normative, within their friendship group. 

 In the ensuing sections, the process underlying conformity to group norms is 

described.  Evidence regarding the role of group norms in relation to discrimination is 

then presented, followed by a review of studies focussing on group norms and 

aggression and bullying in childhood. 

 3.2.2.1 The process underlying conformity to group norms 

 Traditionally, two processes have been proposed to underlie conformity: normative 

and informational influence (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955).  In both instances, the 

individual is viewed as dependent on others, either for social approval, in the case of 

normative influence, or for information about reality, in the case of informational 

influence. 

 Of the two, normative influence is considered most relevant to groups (Deutsch & 

Gerard, 1955).  That is, normative influence motivates people to conform to the 

positive expectations of others, in order to gain approval and avoid rejection.  It 

follows that normative influence produces only public compliance, rather than private 
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acceptance of norms (Hogg & Turner, 1987).  Further, as normative influence is 

dependent upon the reactions of others (i.e., their approval or disapproval), 

surveillance by the group is an important antecedent of this type of influence (Turner, 

1991). 

 In contrast, informational influence is often referred to as “true” influence (Abrams 

& Hogg, 1990; Hogg & Abrams, 1993; Hogg & Turner, 1987; Turner, 1991), as it is 

thought to lead to private acceptance and attitude change, rather than mere public 

compliance.  Informational influence is based on the validity of information, with 

individuals conforming in an effort to act correctly or appropriately (Turner, 1991).  

As such, informational influence will occur only when an individual experiences 

subjective uncertainty, which cannot be resolved by objective reality testing (Hogg & 

Abrams, 1993).  In such situations, individuals are motivated to rely on the information 

provided by others in order to reduce uncertainty and ensure their own accuracy. 

 Although this division between normative and informational influence has been 

widely accepted, Turner (1991) questions whether the distinction is as clear-cut as 

suggested.  In particular, he argues that social norms convey information and 

information is partially validated by social consensus.  Consequently, all influence can 

be viewed as both normative and informational (van Knippenberg, 2000). 

  This proposition led to the development of a single-process model of social 

influence, known as referent informational influence (Abrams & Hogg, 1990; Hogg & 

Turner, 1987; Turner, 1982).  Drawing on SIT and SCT, this model suggests that 

referent informational influence occurs in three stages.  The first stage is that of self-

categorisation, with individuals defining themselves as belonging to a distinct social 

category.  The second stage involves learning the norms of the category.  That is, 

group members determine the behaviours and attitudes the group considers appropriate 
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and correct, and which make the group distinct from others.  In the third stage, 

individuals assign these norms to themselves.  As a result of this, their behaviour 

becomes normative (i.e., it conforms to the norms of the group).  According to this 

process, conformity indicates private acceptance of group norms, rather than simply 

public compliance.  Furthermore, as the norms are internalised by group members, 

surveillance by the group is not necessary in order for members to conform. 

 To summarise, although normative and informational influence have traditionally 

been viewed as separate processes, social identity theorists have argued that such a 

distinction is artificial.  Consequently, a single-process model of referent informational 

influence has been proposed.  According to this model, conformity to group norms 

occurs when people categorise themselves as belonging to a group, and subsequently 

internalise relevant group norms. 

 3.2.2.2. Evidence of the influence of group norms 

 Although group norms have been implicated in a variety of group phenomenon, 

including polarisation (Cvetkovich & Baumgardner, 1973; Hogg & Turner, 1987; 

Turner, 1991), deindividuation (Postmes & Spears, 1998; Reicher et al., 1995), small-

group decision-making (Postmes, Spears, & Cihangir, 2001), and in- and out-group 

member evaluations (Abrams, Marques, Bown, & Henson, 2000; Marques, Abrams, 

Paez, & Martinez-Taboada, 1998), of particular interest to the current research are 

studies that have assessed the role of norms in relation to discrimination.  Given the 

centrality of discrimination to SIT, one might assume that much research has focussed 

on this issue.  Strangely, this has not been the case, although a series of studies by 

Jetten and colleagues (Jetten et al., 1996, 1997b) has begun to remedy this deficiency. 

 In the first of these studies, Jetten et al. (1996, Experiment 1) used an experimental 

design in which both in- and out-group norms were manipulated.  That is, participants 
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were informed that the in- or out-group had either allocated money fairly between the 

two groups, or discriminated in favour of their own group.  Participants were then 

asked to distribute money between the in- and out-group.  As expected, results 

revealed that the in-group’s norm was influential in determining the participant’s 

distributional strategy.  In particular, greater equality was found when the in-group 

norm was fairness, rather than discrimination.  

 A second study by Jetten et al. (1996, Experiment 2) using natural groups supported 

this result.  In particular, when the out-group norm was discrimination, participants 

showed greater in-group favouritism when the in-group norm was also discrimination, 

as opposed to fairness.  Further, when the strategies of maximising joint profit and 

positive differentiation were considered, an in-group norm of fairness resulted in 

participants being more likely to maximise combined in- and out-group profit, rather 

than maximally differentiating between the groups. 

 Additional evidence of the impact of group norms on discrimination comes from a 

study by Jetten et al. (1997b) that involved psychology students as participants.  In this 

study, both group norms (fairness versus differentiation) and identification (high 

versus low) were manipulated.  The outcome measure was allocation of resources 

between psychology, physics, and economics students.  Results showed that when the 

group norm was differentiation, high identifiers allocated more resources to the in-

group and less to the economics student out-group, compared with low identifiers.  

This finding is in line with the model of referent informational influence, because for 

individuals to conform to group norms, they must first view themselves as members of 

the group.  Results also revealed that high identifiers allocated more to the in-group 

and less to the economics student out-group when the norm was differentiation 

compared with fairness, a finding consistent with Jetten et al.’s (1996) earlier studies. 
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 Results from a series of studies by Terry, Hogg, and colleagues (Terry & Hogg, 

1996; Terry, Hogg, & McKimmie, 2000; Terry, Hogg, & White, 1999; Wellen, Hogg, 

& Terry, 1998; White, Hogg, & Terry, 2002) also have implications for our 

understanding of discrimination and prejudice.  These studies draw on the theory of 

reasoned action (Fishbein & Azjen, 1975) to explore the relationship between norms, 

attitudes and behaviours.  However, unlike other research that has employed this 

theory, the studies listed above conceptualise norms from a social psychological 

perspective (i.e, as rules that specify how group members should behave).  In 

particular, these studies have attempted to show that 1) group norms influenced 

behavioural intentions and 2) the attitude-behaviour relationship was stronger when 

group norms supported the individual’s attitude.  In general, findings were consistent 

with these hypotheses. 

 For example, Terry and Hogg (1996, Experiment 1) found that, for people who 

identified strongly with the relevant reference group (i.e., friends and peers at 

university), the perceived norm of the group influenced their intention to exercise.  

That is, if the reference group was considered supportive of regular exercise, high 

identifiers expressed a greater likelihood of engaging in the behaviour.  A similar 

pattern of results was found for sun-protective behaviour (Terry & Hogg, 1996, 

Experiment 2) and intentions to recycle (Terry et al., 1999). 

 In addition, research has shown that individuals are more likely to act in accordance 

with their attitudes when group norms support this attitude.  For example, Wellen et al. 

(1998) studied psychology students’ attitudes towards the issue of students being 

responsible for picking up litter on campus.  They found that participants displayed 

greater attitude-behaviour consistency when placed in a norm-congruent, versus norm-

incongruent, condition.  That is, when students were informed that the attitude of other 
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psychology students was consistent with their own, they were more likely to behave in 

accordance with their attitude than when other psychology students did not support 

them.  Terry et al. (2000) and White et al. (2002) have also replicated this pattern of 

results.   

 Furthermore, Terry et al. (2000, Experiment 2) investigated the direction of attitude-

behaviour inconsistency within the norm-incongruent condition.  That is, when the 

group norm was not congruent with the individual’s attitude, was attitude-behaviour 

inconsistency caused by the individual moving toward or away from the in-group 

norm?  Not surprisingly, results revealed that in the norm-incongruent condition, 77% 

of participants whose behaviour was inconsistent with their attitude had shifted in the 

direction of the group norm.  Additionally, norm-incongruent participants were found 

to have altered their attitudes, with 77% of those who changed moving toward the 

group norm. 

 Although these studies do not directly address the issue of discrimination, Terry and 

Hogg (2001) argued that they do have implications for our understanding of such 

behaviour.  In particular, based on the findings presented above, it would appear that 

discriminatory attitudes are more likely to translate into behaviour if relevant reference 

groups approve of such attitudes.  Further, people who do not support discrimination 

may alter both their attitudes and behaviours if they become members of a group 

where such behaviour is normative. 

 In sum, evidence indicates that the content of in-group norms is influential in 

determining group members’ behaviour.  In particular, discrimination is more likely to 

occur when in-group norms prescribe such behaviour.  Furthermore, group members’ 

attitudes toward discrimination and their engagement in discriminatory behaviour may 

change, depending on the norms of relevant reference groups. 
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 3.2.2.3 Group norms and bullying behaviour 

 The findings outlined in the previous section suggest that children are more likely to 

engage in bullying if they belong to a group that approves of such behaviour (i.e., it is 

normative).  Further, if group members feel that their attitude toward bullying is not 

consistent with that of other members, they are likely to change both their attitude and 

behaviour to ensure that they align with group norms.  However, although such 

hypotheses logically extend past research, it is necessary to note that the findings 

discussed so far were obtained using adult participants.  Relatively little research has 

explored whether group norms are as influential in determining the behaviour of 

children. 

 Nonetheless, preliminary studies do suggest that the peer group has an impact on 

children’s aggressive and bullying behaviour.  For example, Boivin and Vitaro (1995) 

studied the friendships of boys in Grades 4 to 6, over a 1-year period.  Based on peer-

reports of aggression, participants were categorised as either more or less aggressive 

than their peer network at the beginning of the study.  Subsequent analyses revealed 

that boys who were initially less aggressive than their friends became more aggressive 

over time, whereas the behaviour of those who were initially more aggressive did not 

change. 

 Poulin and Boivin (2000) also explored the influence of friends on proactive and 

reactive aggression over a 6-month period.  Employing a sample of boys in Grade 4 to 

6, results revealed no increase in behavioural similarity over time for either form of 

aggression.  However, neither did similarity decrease over time, but rather, it 

maintained its initial levels.  Based on this finding, Poulin and Boivin suggested that, 

although mutual influence did not increase similarity, it might well have contributed to 

its maintenance. 
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  Longitudinal studies have also investigated peers’ influence on bullying behaviour.  

In particular, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al. (1998) conducted a 2-year longitudinal 

study, first assessing participants when they were in Grade 6.  As discussed previously, 

results of this study showed that a child’s behaviour in Grade 8 could be predicted by 

both their own previous behaviour (i.e., in Grade 6) and the behaviour of their Grade 8 

friends.  For example, for both boys and girls, bullying behaviour in Grade 8 was 

associated with the child’s own bullying behaviour in Grade 6, as well as their peers’ 

bullying behaviour in Grade 8.  Similar results were found for the participant roles of 

assistant, reinforcer, defender, and outsider.  Furthermore, the peer group appeared 

particularly pivotal for females, with friends’ behaviour typically the strongest 

predictor of their own behaviour.  For boys, although friends’ behaviour was 

important, their own sixth grade behaviour was often the best predictor.  These results 

thus provide evidence that the behaviour of a child’s peer network is influential in 

determining their own behaviour in bullying situations. 

 A further study by Esplage et al. (2003) explored the relationship between the peer-

group and bullying behaviour over a 6-month period.  Utilising a sample of Grade 6 to 

8 students, results revealed that, not only were peer-group members initially similar in 

terms of bullying scores, but greater bullying by the peer group initially was associated 

with greater individual bullying across time.  This was true for both males and females. 

 Overall, these results demonstrate the importance of the peer group in determining 

the extent of aggression and bullying that a child engages in.  However, the studies do 

not explicitly address the question of whether this influence stems from group norms.  

Rather, several additional studies have directly explored this issue. 

 Henry et al. (2000) investigated the association between classroom normative 

beliefs and individual aggressive behaviour in children in Grades 1 to 6.  Results 
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showed that injunctive norms (i.e., classmates’ normative beliefs about aggression) 

predicted aggression, both directly and indirectly through individual normative beliefs.  

That is, if classmates were thought to approve of aggression, children were more likely 

to engage in such behaviour. 

 Stormshak, Bierman, Bruschi, Dodge, and Coie (1999), in a study of Grade 1 

children, also investigated the acceptability of aggressive behaviour as a function of 

classroom norms.  They hypothesised that the norms of the class regarding aggression 

would be related to children’s beliefs regarding the acceptability of such behaviour and 

their evaluations of class members who exhibited these behaviours.  In support of this 

hypothesis, results did show that as levels of aggression in the classroom increased the 

negative effect of child aggression on peer preference decreased.  In other words, 

aggressive behaviour was more likely to be associated with low peer preference when 

such behaviour was non-normative. 

 Furthermore, Salmivalli and Voeten (2004) explored the relationship between 

classroom norms and bullying using a sample of children in Grades 4 to 6.  Results 

revealed that children in Grades 5 and 6 were less likely to bully or reinforce the bully 

when the classroom norms were anti-bullying.  For girls in Grade 6, anti-bullying 

norms were also associated with an increased tendency to defend the victim.  Thus, it 

appears that classroom norms can be used to predict the extent of children’s bullying 

behaviour. 

 Two additional studies have advanced research in this area by focussing on small 

group, rather than classroom, norms.  Ojala and Nesdale (2004) conducted the first of 

these, utilising a sample of boys aged 10- to 12-years.  In this study, participants were 

asked to read a story about two boys and the groups to which they belonged.  As 

described in Section 2.3.1, within the story, information regarding group norms, out-



Bullying in Schools  103 

group similarity to in-group, and the behaviour of one of the boys was provided.  

Results revealed that both the behaviour of the in-group member and the group’s 

norms were instrumental in determining whether participants felt the boy should be 

retained as part of the group.  That is, when the in-group member helped an out-group 

member, he was less likely to be retained when the in-group norm was bullying than 

when it was fairness.  Further, when the group member bullied, he was more likely to 

be retained in the bullying, rather than fairness, norm condition.  In other words, 

children recognised that, to be retained as a group member, an individual needs to act 

in accordance with the norms of their group, even if these norms support bullying. 

 In a second study, by Nesdale, Maass, et al. (2004), the impact of both group norms 

and out-group threat on 7- and 9-year-olds was explored.  Although this study did not 

directly assess bullying, it is relevant to the current discussion because it investigated 

the conditions under which children express dislike for the out-group.  In particular, 

group norms were manipulated to prescribe either the inclusion or exclusion of 

members of other groups and out-group threat was manipulated to be either present or 

absent.  Results revealed that, overall, children displayed greater liking for out-group 

members when the in-group norm was inclusion, rather than exclusion.  Thus, children 

were influenced by the in-group norm, although it should be noted that age and threat 

moderated this effect. 

 Although these studies indicate norms do predict children’s attitudes and 

behaviours, additional research into the impact of bullying-related norms is required.  

In particular, research utilising naturally occurring groups could be extended by 

shifting attention from the classroom to the peer-group level.  This move is necessary, 

as within a single classroom a variety of attitudes towards bullying may be present, 

with children most strongly influenced by the attitudes of their friends.  Thus, 
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classroom level analyses may obscure the full impact of norms on behaviour.  In 

addition, studies using experimental groups could be advanced by focussing on 

behavioural, rather than just attitudinal, outcomes.  That is, although group norms 

appear to impact on children’s liking or disliking, or their desire to retain a group 

member, research is needed to determine whether norms supportive of bullying 

actually increase the likelihood of such behaviour occurring.  In this way, findings 

from naturalistic and experimental studies could be used to provide complementary 

evidence of the impact of group norms on bullying. 

 In sum, research indicates that the peer group is influential in determining 

children’s involvement in anti-social behaviour, with norms implicated in this process.  

Studies have shown that children are more likely to be aggressive or engage in 

bullying if classroom members approve of such behaviour.  Furthermore, the 

manipulation of group norms in experimental studies has been found to affect 

children’s attitudes toward other group members, with children liking other children 

less when their group norm prescribes exclusion, rather than inclusion.  Children also 

express a greater desire to retain a group member who bullies if the group supports 

such behaviour.  Although these findings point to the likely role of norms in bullying 

behaviour, further research utilising both natural and experimental groups is required 

to understand the impact of norms more fully.   

 3.2.2.4 Research implications 

 Drawing on SIT and SCT, group norms have been proposed to affect attitudes and 

behaviours through a process of referent informational influence.  That is, following 

self-categorisation, people learn the norms of their social group and apply these norms 

to themselves.  As a result, the behaviour of group members becomes normative, 

reflecting values and standards shared by the group. 
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 Amongst adults, group norms have been found to influence discrimination, with 

people being more likely to discriminate against the out-group if in-group norms 

support such behaviour.  Extending this research to children, preliminary evidence 

suggests that group norms play a role in bullying behaviour.  However, further 

research regarding this issue is required. 

 Accordingly, the current research aimed to advance knowledge in this area in 

several ways.  First, a study utilising natural groups was conducted, with attention 

focussed on peer-group, rather than classroom, norms.  In particular, friendship groups 

that approve of bullying were identified and the behaviour of members compared with 

that of groups in which bullying is anti-normative.  Second, an experimental study was 

carried out in which group norms were manipulated to support either bullying or pro-

social behaviour.  The impact of this manipulation on the likelihood of engaging in 

bullying was then explored.  It was assumed that, in combination, these studies would 

provide clear evidence as to whether group norms are central to understanding bullying 

in childhood. 

3.2.3 Identification with the Group 

 Although group norms have been shown to influence group members’ behaviour, 

not all members conform to these norms to the same extent.  According to SIT and 

SCT, one of the factors likely to influence the degree of conformity is the group 

members’ level of identification.  In the following sections, research investigating the 

effects of identification on group members will be reviewed, with its impact on 

conformity to group norms emphasised.  The limited number of studies that have 

focussed on identification amongst children and adolescents will then be presented and 

the relevance of this construct to the current research highlighted. 
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 3.2.3.1 The impact of identification on group members 

 Identification can be defined as an individual’s commitment, or the strength of their 

ties, to a particular group (Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 2002).  Members who have a 

high level of identification are strongly committed to the group.  As such, these 

members are more likely than low identifiers to act in ways that are beneficial to the 

group, in an attempt to achieve or maintain a positive group identity. 

 One hypothesis that follows from this statement is that high identifiers should reveal 

greater in-group favouritism than low identifiers and, indeed, research has shown this 

to be the case.  For example, Doosje, Ellemers, and Spears (1995) found that highly 

identified psychology students rated other psychology students more favourably than 

did low identifiers.  Further, high identifiers considered the descriptive dimensions 

typical of psychology students to be significantly more important than low identifiers 

did.  This pattern of greater in-group favouritism amongst high identifiers has been 

replicated in a number of studies (e.g., Gagnon & Bourhis, 1996; Jetten, Spears, Hogg, 

& Manstead, 2000; Sidanius, Pratto, & Mitchell, 1993). 

 Identification has also been found to impact on group members’ reactions to threat.  

For example, when the status of the in-group is threatened, high identifiers are more 

likely than low identifiers to derogate the out-group (Branscombe & Wann, 1994), as 

well as report greater in-group similarity (Doosje et al., 1995).  Furthermore, Doosje, 

Spears, and Ellemers (2002) found that when group status was likely to improve, low 

identifiers’ identification increased to a level equivalent to that of high identifiers.  

When such a change was unlikely, low identifiers remained less strongly committed 

than high identifiers.  Threats to the in-group’s distinctiveness have also been found to 

result in greater in- and out-group stereotyping and greater in-group bias amongst high 

identifiers (Jetten, Spears, & Manstead, 2001). 
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 Overall, these results indicate that high identifiers react to threat with group-level 

strategies.  That is, they show increased favouritism towards the in-group and 

increased derogation of the out-group.  They perceive the in-group as more 

homogeneous than low identifiers and are willing to remain part of the in-group, 

regardless of its future prospects.  In contrast, low identifiers respond to threat with 

individual-level strategies, reporting greater in-group variability in order to distance 

themselves from the group and showing commitment to the group only if its prospects 

are likely to improve.  

 Additionally, judgements of in- and out-group members have been shown to be 

influenced by identification.  For example, Branscombe, Wann, Noel, and Coleman 

(1993) reported that when considering loyal and disloyal in- and out-group members, 

high identifiers evaluated loyal in-group members the most positively and disloyal in-

group members the most negatively.  In contrast, amongst low identifiers, the 

evaluations of loyal and disloyal in-group members did not differ.  Similarly, Abrams 

et al. (2000) and Marques et al. (1998) found that high identifiers favoured in-group 

members who acted in accordance with group norms over those who didn’t.  These 

studies also revealed that high identifiers favoured out-group members who were anti-

normative to the out-group (and thus normative to the in-group) over those who were 

normative.  In combination, these results indicate that, regardless of whether they 

belong to the in- or out-group, high identifiers favour individuals who support the 

legitimacy of the in-group’s norms over those who deviate from them. 

 In sum, the results discussed so far support the proposition that high identifiers’ 

attitudes and behaviours are guided by the group, whereas low identifiers are more 

influenced by individual considerations.  It follows that high identifiers are also more 

likely than low identifiers to conform to group norms.  This proposition is of particular 
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relevance to the current research, in which the effect of identification on conformity to 

group norms of bullying was investigated. 

 To date, research with adults supports the association between identification and 

conformity to norms.  For example, in a study previously discussed, Jetten et al. 

(1997b) manipulated group norms (fairness versus differentiation) and level of 

identification (high versus low).  Results indicated that, when the group norm was 

differentiation, highly identified psychology students allocated more resources to the 

in-group and less to the economics student out-group compared with low identifiers.  

That is, high identifiers conformed to the group norm of differentiation to a greater 

extent than did low identifiers.  In contrast, for the norm of fairness, high identifiers 

did not display more fairness compared to low identifiers.  This may be because such a 

norm conflicts with the more general tendency of group members to show in-group 

bias as a means of enhancing social identity. 

 Nevertheless, the results do suggest that identification is a relevant factor when 

considering group members’ level of conformity.  Further, the findings of Jetten et 

al.’s (1997b) study are of particular interest because of inconsistent previous findings 

regarding the association between identification and differentiation.  Higher levels of 

identification have not always been found to be associated with higher levels of 

differentiation and, for this reason, social identity theory has been called into question 

(see Hinkle & Brown, 1990).  Jetten et al.’s results provide one explanation for these 

inconsistent results, indicating that high identification may lead to differentiation only 

when norms prescribe such behaviour. 

 Several other studies by Jetten, Postmes, and McAuliffe (2002) have also 

highlighted the relationship between identification and conformity to group norms.  In 

the first of these (Experiment 1), conformity to the norms of collectivism and 
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individualism was explored using American and Indonesian participants.  In this 

instance, the cultural norm for Americans was considered to be individualism, whereas 

the norm for Indonesians was collectivism.  Results indicated that, among Indonesians, 

high identifiers were more collectivist than those with low levels of identification.  In 

contrast, amongst Americans, high identifiers were more individualistic than low 

identifiers.  Using experimental groups, this pattern of results was replicated, with high 

identifiers perceiving themselves as more collectivist when the group norm was 

collectivism and more individualistic when the group norm was individualism (Jetten 

et al., 2002, Experiment 2).  

 Additional evidence that high identifiers are more likely to conform to group norms 

comes from Terry and Hogg’s studies of attitude-behaviour consistency (Terry & 

Hogg, 1996; Terry et al., 2000; Terry et al., 1999; Wellen et al., 1998).  As previously 

described, the first of these studies by Terry and Hogg (1996, Experiment 1) 

investigated the relationship between group norms and participants’ intention to 

exercise.  Results revealed that, for those who identified strongly with the relevant 

reference group (i.e., friends and peers at university), the perceived group norm was 

related to behavioural intentions.  In contrast, no such relationship was found for low 

identifiers.  Rather, when compared with high identifiers, low identifiers were more 

strongly influenced by their perceived behavioural control (i.e., the ability to perform 

the behaviour at will).  These findings suggest that whereas high identifiers’ 

behavioural intentions are influenced by the group, low identifiers are more strongly 

influenced by personal variables.  Similar findings were obtained in studies assessing 

sun protective behaviour (Terry & Hogg, 1996, Experiment 2) and recycling (Terry et 

al., 1999). 
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 Furthermore, Wellen et al. (1998) found that when participants’ attitudes were 

supported by the norm of a relevant reference group, high identifiers were more likely 

than low identifiers to act in accordance with their attitude5.  Terry et al. (2000) also 

found that when high identifiers were informed that their attitude did not correspond 

with a relevant in-group norm, they were less likely to act in accordance with their 

attitude than if it was supported by the in-group.  Further, this attitude-behaviour 

inconsistency was found to be a result of high identifiers changing their behaviour to 

align with group norms. 

 To summarise, research evidence indicates that individuals who strongly identify 

with a given group engage in behaviours aimed at benefiting this group.  High 

identifiers show greater in-group favouritism and out-group derogation than low 

identifiers, while also evaluating loyal in-group members more positively than disloyal 

ones.  Moreover, high identifiers are more likely than low identifiers to be influenced 

by group norms and attempt to act in accordance with these.   

 3.2.3.2 The impact of identification on group processes in childhood 

 The extension of previous research findings to the area of childhood bullying would 

suggest that when the in-group norm is pro-bullying, high identifiers are more likely 

than low identifiers to conform to this norm.  However, to date, relatively few studies 

have explored the impact of identification amongst children or adolescents.  

Fortunately, those that have been conducted tend to focus on the question of how 

identification influences problem behaviours.  

 In particular, Sussman and colleagues conducted a series of studies investigating 

whether group self-identification influences adolescents’ tendencies to engage in 

                                                           
5 Wellen et al. (1998) also manipulated mode of processing to be either spontaneous or deliberate.  This 
was done by manipulating mood, with positive mood associated with spontaneous processing and 
neutral or negative moods associated with deliberative processing.  The result reported above was only 
apparent when a neutral mood was induced. 
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problem behaviours (Sussman et al., 1994; Sussman, Dent, & McCullar, 2000; 

Sussman et al., 1999).   In these studies, a variety of adolescent groups were 

distinguished, including jocks (i.e., adolescents who are involved in school sports), 

hot-shots (i.e., adolescents who are socially or academically inclined), regulars (i.e., 

adolescents who are involved in unpopular school activities such as school band or 

audiovisual club) and high-risk youths (i.e., adolescents who are uninvolved in school 

and engage in risk-taking activities).  Results revealed that individuals who self-

identified with the high-risk group were most likely to smoke cigarettes (Sussman et 

al., 1994), use marijuana and other drugs (Sussman et al., 2000; Sussman et al., 1999), 

and engage in violence (Sussman et al., 2000). 

 These studies suggest that adolescents are likely to engage in anti-social behaviours 

if they self-identify with a group in which such behaviours are normative.  However, in 

relation to the current research, two limitations of Sussman et al.’s studies (1994; 

Sussman et al., 2000; Sussman et al., 1999) are apparent.  First, level of identification 

was not directly assessed and although adolescents who self-identify with a group may 

represent high identifiers, this assumption remains to be tested.  Second, Sussman et 

al.’s studies focussed on large, general social categories only and thus could be 

extended by exploring the impact of identification within smaller friendship networks. 

 It is worth noting that a recent study by Kiesner, Cadinu, Poulin, and Bucci (2002) 

did make these improvements.  In this study, friendship networks were identified and 

their impact on problem behaviours explored.  In particular, it was hypothesised that as 

identification with the group increased, so too would the group’s influence.  Using a 

longitudinal design, participants were initially assessed in Grades 6 and 7 (Time 1) and 

again 1 year later (Time 2).  Contrary to expectations, results revealed that the 

interaction of Time 1 identification and group behaviour did not significantly 



Bullying in Schools  112 

contribute to the prediction of Time 1 problem behaviour.  That is, increasing group 

identification did not result in the group’s behaviour more strongly impacting on the 

individual’s behaviour.  However, when the same variables were used to predict Time 

2 problem behaviour, a significant interaction was found.  That is, when identification 

was high, the group’s level of problem behaviour at Time 1 was influential in 

determining the individual’s problem behaviour at Time 2.  In contrast, for low 

identifiers, there was no relationship between group problem behaviour at Time 1 and 

individual problem behaviour at Time 2.  Thus, it appears that when problem 

behaviours are normative within an adolescent friendship group, high identifiers are 

more likely to be influenced over time by this norm than low identifiers. 

 Although the studies discussed thus far provide evidence of the link between group 

identification and conformity among adolescents, the question remains as to whether 

this process also occurs among younger children.  Indeed, only a single study has 

assessed the impact of identification in childhood and even this study did not explore 

the relationship between identification and conformity to group norms.  However, the 

results remain relevant as they do provide some support for the importance of 

identification in childhood.   

 The study was conducted by Nesdale et al. (in press) and drew on SIDT to explore 

ethnic prejudice amongst Anglo-Australian children, aged 6 to 11 years.  Three 

variables were manipulated in the study; out-group ethnicity (Anglo-Australian versus 

Pacific Islander), out-group threat (present versus absent) and in-group identification 

(high versus low).  Results revealed that, as expected, high identifiers reported a 

greater dislike of the out-group than low identifiers.  Furthermore, when compared 

with high identifiers, low identifiers expressed a greater desire to change groups, 

particularly when out-group members were also Anglo-Australian.  Thus, these results 
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suggest that, similar to adults, children who strongly identify with a group employ 

group-level strategies such as out-group derogation.  In contrast, low identifiers are 

more individualistic, being willing to change groups if it is to their advantage. 

 In sum, preliminary evidence supports the relevance of identification to group 

processes in childhood and adolescence.  In particular, research indicates that the 

impact of the group on adolescent problem behaviours can be better understood if 

identification is assessed.  The results of one study also suggest that identification 

influences children’s attitudes towards both the in- and out-group.  However, further 

research is required to determine whether group identification is a variable pertinent to 

the understanding of childhood bullying.  

 3.2.3.3 Research implications 

 Although the group typically influences group members’ behaviour, the extant 

research indicates that the strength of this influence differs between members.  Those 

who are strongly committed to the group (i.e., high identifiers) are most likely to be 

influenced by it and act to maintain its positive identity.  Indeed, research with adults 

indicates that high identifiers are more likely than low identifiers to favour the in-

group, conform to group norms, and derogate the out-group. 

 In addition, studies focussing on adolescents suggest that identification may be 

central to our understanding of the group’s impact on problem behaviours.  That is, 

when group norms prescribe involvement in problem behaviours, high identifiers 

appear more susceptible to this message than low identifiers.  In relation to childhood 

bullying, a similar pattern might also be expected. 

 The current research sought to explore the role of identification in childhood 

bullying.  In particular, friendship groups with a norm for bullying were selected and 

the impact of identification on the bullying behaviour of group members was assessed.  
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This study of natural groups was augmented by a second, experimental study, in which 

identification was manipulated and its effect on conformity to norms of bullying 

explored.  

3.2.4 Intra-Group Position 

 In addition to identification, group members are likely to vary in the position that 

they occupy within the group; that is, the extent of their prototypicality.  According to 

SCT, the prototypicality of a group member can be defined via the meta-contrast ratio 

(Turner, 1991; Turner et al., 1987).  This ratio is determined by dividing the average 

perceived difference between the individual and out-group members by the average 

perceived difference between the individual and other in-group members.  That is, the 

more a person differs from out-group members, and the less he or she differs from in-

group members, the more prototypical that person is (Turner, 1991).  This variable is 

considered to be influential in determining group members’ attitudes and behaviours 

towards both the in- and out-group.  In the following sections, research regarding 

prototypicality is reviewed, and its relevance to bullying discussed.   

 3.2.4.1 The impact of intra-group position on group members 

 As prototypical members best represent what the in-group has in common, it 

follows that they would receive more positive evaluations from other group members 

than those in peripheral positions (Turner et al., 1987).  Research evidence supports 

this hypothesis.  For example, a series of studies by Marques et al. (1998) revealed that 

in-group members who upheld group norms (i.e., prototypical members) were judged 

more favourably than deviant (or peripheral) in-group members.  Abrams et al. (2000) 

extended this research by comparing people’s evaluations of normative group 

members, pro-norm deviants (i.e., those who deviated from the group norm by holding 

an extreme position that was still consistent with the group’s ethos), and anti-norm 
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deviants (i.e., those who deviated from the in-group’s norms in the direction of the out-

group).  In this situation, normative group members held the most prototypical 

position, followed by pro-norm deviants, then anti-norm deviants.  Results revealed 

that when rating in-group members, pro-norm deviants and normative members scored 

more favourably than anti-norm deviants. 

 Additional research by Jetten, Spears, and Manstead (1997a) also suggests that a 

group member’s position within the group affects their response to threat.  Utilising an 

experimental design (Experiment 1), threat was manipulated by varying the 

distinctiveness of the in- and out-group.  In the high threat condition, participants 

received feedback that the in- and out-groups had overlapping boundaries, whereas in 

the low threat condition, the boundaries were non-overlapping.  Intra-group position 

was also manipulated by informing participants they were positioned either in the 

centre of the in-group, in the tail of the in-group furthest from the out-group, or in the 

tail of the in-group closest to the out-group.  In this instance, those in the centre of the 

group were most prototypical and those nearest the out-group least prototypical.  

Results revealed that, when asked to evaluate in- and out-group products, the average 

in-group evaluation exceeded the average out-group evaluation only when there was a 

high distinctiveness threat and when the evaluations were made by members who held 

central, or prototypical, positions.  Further, in the high threat condition, prototypical 

members reported more in- and out-group stereotyping than members in either tail of 

the distribution.  Using natural groups, a second study (Jetten et al., 1997a, Experiment 

2) replicated the finding that as threat increased, so too did in-group bias amongst 

prototypical, but not peripheral, group members.  Overall, these findings suggest that, 

because of their central position, prototypical group members are strongly linked to the 

group and thus use group-level strategies to deal with threat.  In contrast, peripheral 
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members have less in common with the group and are therefore less inclined to employ 

such strategies. 

 In other situations, peripherality actually appears to result in increased in-group 

bias, as well as out-group derogation.  In particular, when people are facing uncertainty 

about acceptance into a desirable in-group, they may try to present themselves to 

others as holding especially favourable and prototypical attitudes towards the in-group 

and negative attitudes towards the out-group.  This proposition can be traced back to 

Tajfel (1978) and his discussion of minority and majority groups.  In particular, Tajfel 

argued that although select minority group members may come to be assimilated into 

the majority, such individuals are likely to remain on the periphery of the new group, 

as they still, in some ways, typify the minority.  Tajfel suggested that one of the 

common effects of this situation on the peripheral member is “the leaning-over 

backwards in acceptance of the majority’s derogatory views about the minority” (p. 

15). 

 Research evidence supports Tajfel’s (1978) proposition.  For example, Peres (1971) 

conducted a study in Israel that involved participants from three ethnic groups: 

European Jews (i.e., Jewish people with European origins), non-European Jews (i.e., 

Jewish people with Middle Eastern origins), and Arabs.  He found that, when 

compared to the European Jews, non-European Jews expressed greater hostility and 

prejudice toward Arabs.  One possible explanation for this effect is that non-European 

Jews, desiring greater acceptance into the European Jewish community, used 

derogation of Arabs as a means of gaining this acceptance.  Along similar lines, Herek 

(1987) argued that insecurity with regard to sexual identity might, for some 

individuals, be linked to prejudice against homosexuals. 
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 Several other studies have also explored the conditions under which intra-group 

position affects group evaluations.  In the first of these, Noel, Wann, and Branscombe 

(1995) investigated the level of out-group derogation shown by prototypical and 

peripheral group members, in both public and private conditions (i.e., the in-group 

either was, or was not, to be made aware of the participant’s responses).  Results 

revealed that in both experimental (Experiment 1) and natural groups (Experiment 2), 

peripheral group members derogated the out-group more in the public, rather than 

private, condition.  In contrast, prototypical participants did not differ across the 

conditions.  These results indicate that, for peripheral group members, publicly 

derogating an out-group can be one way of making a positive impression on fellow 

group members.  That is, by publicly demonstrating their association with the in-

group, peripheral group members possibly try to enhance their likelihood of 

acceptance by more prototypical in-group members. 

 Jetten, Branscombe, and Spears (2002) extended this research by investigating how 

anticipated changes in intra-group position affected inter-group processes.  They found 

that, amongst those who were initially peripheral, greater in-group bias was displayed 

by those who anticipated becoming more prototypical than by those who expected to 

remain peripheral.  In contrast, future position did not influence the level of in-group 

bias shown by those initially holding a prototypical position.  Thus, the prospect of 

increased prototypicality leads peripheral members to view the in-group in a more 

positive light. 

 Finally, a study by Schmitt and Branscombe (2001) explored the effect of 

identification on prototypical and non-prototypical members’ evaluations of other in-

group members.  In this study, male participants were given false feedback regarding 

their masculinity, indicating their score on this variable was either well below the 
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average range (i.e., low prototypicality) or near the top end of the average range (i.e., 

high prototypicality).  Gender group identification was also assessed, with participants 

divided into high and low identifiers.  Results revealed that high identifiers in the low 

prototypicality condition experienced more negative affect regarding their masculinity 

score (e.g., disappointment about their results) than those in the high prototypicality 

condition.  Furthermore, high identifiers in the non-prototypical condition expressed 

less liking for a non-prototypical target than did high identifiers who were in the high 

prototypicality condition.  In contrast, low identifiers’ position within the group did not 

differentially affect their ratings of the targets.  These findings indicate that high 

identifiers are more concerned than low identifiers about their position within the 

group.  High identifiers are particularly likely to feel threatened when informed they 

are non-prototypical, resulting in negative feelings about their position and dislike of 

other non-prototypical targets.  In future research, it would also be interesting to 

determine whether identification and intra-group position similarly interacted to 

influence inter- rather than intra-group evaluations.   

 In sum, prototypical group members best represent what the in-group has in 

common, as well as the differences between the in- and out-group.  Due to their central 

position, prototypical members are viewed more favourably than peripheral members, 

and are also more likely to respond to threat with group-level strategies, such as 

increased in-group bias.  However, it should be noted that intra-group position is not a 

static variable, and peripheral group members may attempt to improve their position 

within the group.  In-group bias and derogation of the out-group may be strategies 

used to achieve this goal.  
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 3.2.4.2 The impact of intra-group position on bullying behaviour 

 Based on the findings discussed above, intra-group position appears to be a 

construct relevant to childhood bullying.  That is, in groups where bullying is 

normative, peripheral members wishing to gain acceptance might attempt to enhance 

their prototypicality by engaging in increased levels of bullying.  Such behaviour 

might improve the individual’s position because they are 1) displaying their allegiance 

to the in-group by engaging in normative behaviour and 2) using bullying to derogate 

the out-group. 

 This does not necessarily mean, however, that peripheral members of bullying 

groups will engage in more bullying than prototypical members.  Past research that has 

found greater out-group derogation among peripheral compared with prototypical 

members has focussed on groups such as those based on ethnicity (Peres, 1971), as 

well as fraternities and sororities, and experimentally manipulated groups based on 

personality (Noel et al., 1995).  Although members of these groups might engage in 

out-group derogation, it is not explicitly encouraged via group norms and, 

consequently, the prototypical position is not defined in terms of such behaviour.  By 

comparison, in groups where bullying is the norm, prototypical group members would, 

by definition, be expected to engage in high levels of normative (i.e., bullying) 

behaviour.  Thus, the extent of their bullying would generally be expected to exceed 

that of peripheral group members. 

 However, since Schmitt and Branscombe’s (2001) study suggested that only highly 

identified group members were concerned about their position within the in-group, it 

may well be that intra-group position and group identification interact to influence 

bullying behaviour.  Given that the prototypical position best represents what the 

group has in common, members who hold such a position in bullying groups would be 
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expected to engage in bullying behaviour, regardless of identification.  In contrast, the 

strength of identification felt by those on the periphery of bullying groups would be 

expected to influence their behaviour.  Peripheral members with low levels of 

identification are unlikely to be concerned about their position within the group and 

hence would have little motivation to become more prototypical.  On the other hand, 

highly identified peripheral members are likely to desire greater acceptance by the 

group and might increase their level of bullying in order to achieve this goal.  While it 

is unclear as to whether the extent of their bullying would reach the same level as 

highly identified prototypical members, what is clear is that peripheral high identifiers 

would be expected to display greater bullying behaviour than peripheral low 

identifiers.   

 Although the argument presented above is consistent with a social identity 

perspective, research regarding the effect of intra-group position on children’s 

behaviour is noticeably lacking.  Among adolescents, the role prototypicality (or 

peripherality) plays in motivating behaviour has been recognised at a conceptual level.  

For example, Emler and Reicher (1995) have argued that in delinquent groups, 

delinquent action can be used to communicate a person’s identity, particularly when 

that identity is in question.  Similarly, Brown (1989) suggests that when adolescents 

desire acceptance into a group, that group may be especially influential in determining 

their behaviour.  However, no studies have directly assessed the impact of intra-group 

position on the behaviour of adolescents or pre-adolescents.  Consequently, by 

focussing on this construct, the current study sought to make an important advance. 

 3.2.4.3 Research implications 

 Within any given group, members vary in the positions that they occupy within the 

group.  By definition, the prototypical position is that which maximises inter-group 
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differences, while simultaneously minimising intra-group differences.  As such, 

prototypical members hold a central position within the group, whereas peripheral 

members are more marginal.  Consequently, if peripheral members desire greater 

acceptance by the group, they may attempt to achieve this goal by displaying increased 

in-group favouritism and/or out-group derogation.  Indeed, among adults, research has 

shown peripheral members to use these strategies.  However, to date, similar studies 

have not been conducted with children.  

 The current research addressed this issue, investigating the effects of intra-group 

position on childhood bullying in both natural and experimental groups.  In Study 2, 

natural friendship groups that had a norm for bullying were identified and the 

relationship between intra-group position and bullying explored.  In Study 3, intra-

group position was manipulated in an attempt to further investigate this variable’s 

impact on the likelihood of bullying.  In addition, the interaction between group 

identification and intra-group position was explored in each of these studies. 

3.2.5 Conclusions 

 When considering childhood bullying, it would appear that a social identity 

perspective might provide important insights into the peer group’s role in the problem.  

In particular, the concepts of within-group similarity, group norms, group 

identification, and intra-group position appear relevant.   

 Since SCT suggests that groups form in such a way as to maximise both within-

group similarities and between-group differences, it follows that individuals 

comprising a single group should display similar levels of bullying behaviour.  

Preliminary studies, utilising overall bullying scores, have supported this proposition 

(Esplage et al., 2003; Pelligrini et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1997; Salmivalli, 
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Lappalainen, et al., 1998).  However, further research is required to determine whether 

such homogeneity remains apparent when specific subtypes of bullying are considered. 

 Additionally, it might be expected the bullying is not the sole problem behaviour in 

which group members engage.  Accordingly, an association between bullying and 

other problem behaviours, as well as within-group similarities in problem behaviours, 

could be predicted.  Again research to date has supported both hypotheses, with studies 

finding bullying to be associated with other forms of aggression (Pelligrini et al., 1999; 

Roland, 2002a; Roland & Idsoe, 2001) and with delinquent behaviour (Andershed et 

al., 2001; Baldry & Farrington, 2000; Berthold & Hoover, 2000; Bosworth et al., 1999; 

Esplage et al., 2001; Nansel et al., 2001; Rigby & Cox, 1996).  Group similarities have 

also been found for aggressive behaviour in childhood (Boivin & Vitaro, 1995; Cairns 

& Cairns, 1994; Kupersmidt et al., 1995) and delinquency in adolescence (Aseltine, 

1995; Cohen, 1977; Dishion et al., 1995; Kandel, 1978a, 1978b; Rodgers et al., 1984; 

Tolson & Urberg, 1993).  Nonetheless, these findings could be extended by 

investigating 1) the association between bullying and milder problem behaviours that 

may precede delinquency, 2) the relationship between problem behaviours and 

subtypes of bullying, and 3) within-group similarities among children for behaviours 

other than aggression.    

 Once groups have formed, SCT argues that group norms are influential in 

determining group members’ behaviour.  Since group members should be motivated to 

act in accordance with group norms, it follows that children are more likely to engage 

in bullying if their group norms prescribe such behaviour.  Indeed, studies have shown 

that classroom norms affect children’s aggressive and bullying behaviour (Henry et al., 

2000; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).  Further, children’s attitudes towards those who 

bully have also been found to be influenced by the norms of experimental groups 
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(Ojala & Nesdale, 2004).  Future research could extend these findings in several ways, 

with naturalistic studies focussing on the norms of friendship groups, rather than those 

of the classroom, and experimental studies exploring the impact of norms on bullying 

behaviour, rather than attitudes.   

 In addition to group norms, SCT proposes that group identification and intra-group 

position are influential in determining group members’ behaviour, and indeed, studies 

utilising adult participants support this claim.  With regard to group identification, high 

identifiers have been found to conform to group norms to a greater extent than low 

identifiers (Jetten et al., 1997b; Jetten, Postmes, et al., 2002).  If such findings are 

extended to bullying, they suggest that when the group norm supports bullying, high 

identifiers should engage in more of this behaviour than low identifiers.  In terms of 

intra-group position, research with adults has also shown peripheral group members to 

engage in greater out-group derogation than prototypical members (Noel et al., 1995), 

in what the authors suggest is an effort to gain greater acceptance from the in-group.  It 

should be noted, however, that such studies have utilised groups whose norms do not 

explicitly encourage out-group derogation.  Thus, in groups with a norm for bullying, 

prototypical members would, by definition, be expected to engage in more bullying 

than peripheral members.  Furthermore, intra-group position and group identification 

may well interact to influence the extent of children’s bullying behaviour.  Whereas 

prototypical members of pro-bullying groups would be expected to engage in bullying, 

regardless of identification, this would not be the case for peripheral members.  Rather, 

highly identified peripheral members, who are likely to be concerned about their 

position in the group, could be expected to engage in bullying in an effort to become 

more prototypical.  On the other hand, low identifiers are unlikely to worry about their 

position within the group and, subsequently, would not employ this strategy.  
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However, these predictions remain untested, with no research yet investigating the 

impact of group identification or intra-group position on children’s bullying behaviour. 

3.3 General Conclusions 

 Although recent studies have highlighted the role of the peer group in childhood 

bullying, the mechanisms that underlie their influence have yet to be explored.  The 

current research attempted to overcome this limitation by employing SIT and SCT, 

two prominent theories of group behaviour.  In the past, these theories have mainly 

been applied to adult populations, but recent research evidence has suggested that a 

social identity perspective may also be relevant to understanding group processes in 

childhood. 

 Of particular interest to the current research were the concepts of within-group 

similarity, group norms, group identification, and intra-group position.  Specifically, 

Study 2 utilised naturally formed groups to initially explore within-group similarity in 

bullying and other problem behaviours.  The impact of group norms, group 

identification and intra-group position on bullying behaviour were also explored.  

Study 3 extended Study 2 by utilising an experimental design in which the variables of 

norms, identification and intra-group position were again of interest.  In combination, 

results from these studies were expected to provide vital evidence regarding the 

relevance of SIT and SCT to our understanding of the bullying phenomenon.  
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4.0 AN OVERVIEW OF THE CURRENT RESEARCH 

 In the preceding chapters, mention was made of the three studies that constitute the 

current research project, with particular attention given to the ways in which they 

extend previous research.  The present chapter provides a further brief outline of these 

studies.  Specifically, a summary of the rationale, aims and method of each study is 

presented below.   

4.1 Study 1 – Questionnaire Development 

 Although the primary objective of the current research was to investigate whether a 

social identity perspective could assist in explaining the group processes underlying 

bullying, this could not be achieved without first having suitable assessment measures.  

Specifically, questionnaires were required to assess both bullying and other problem 

behaviours.  Due to the advantages associated with peer-reports, scales that employed 

such a response format were considered desirable.  However, for both bullying and 

problem behaviours, the available questionnaires that utilised peer-reports suffered 

from a number of limitations.  As a consequence, the main aim of Study 1 was to 

develop two new questionnaires that overcame the shortcomings of previous measures.   

 The first questionnaire was designed to assess children’s involvement in bullying, 

with items relating to the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  For each of these 

roles, behaviours that were physical, verbal, and relational in nature were described.  

The second questionnaire was developed to assess problem behaviours other than 

bullying.  Items described a variety of behaviours (e.g., being disruptive in class, lying, 

and fighting), although severe delinquent behaviours (e.g., drinking alcohol, stealing, 

and carrying a weapon) were not included.  Both of these questionnaires were designed 

principally as a peer-report measure, although their final format also allowed self- and 

teacher-ratings to be obtained. 
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 The process of questionnaire development involved four stages, with the first of 

these focussed on item generation.  Specifically, items were developed based on a 

review of the literature, in combination with ideas generated during focus groups.  The 

two questionnaires were then piloted in Stage 2, with adjustments to items made based 

on children’s feedback.  The questionnaires were also formatted to allow peer-, self-, 

and teacher-reports to be collected in each of the following stages.  Full-scale 

administration of the revised questionnaires took place during Stage 3.  The goals of 

this stage were to identify the underlying dimensions of the two questionnaires, as well 

as obtain preliminary evidence regarding their reliability and validity.  Finally, during 

Stage 4, a second full-scale administration of the questionnaires was completed in 

order to confirm the initial factor structures.  Gender and age differences in scores 

were also explored. 

4.2 Study 2 – The Role of the Peer Group in Bullying: A Naturalistic Study  

 Although research regarding the peer group’s role in bullying has begun to emerge 

in recent years, the literature reviewed in previous chapters highlighted the lack of a 

strong theoretical basis for such studies.  It also drew attention to the paucity of studies 

that have examined bullying in small, naturally occurring groups.  Thus, Study 2 aimed 

to extend research in the area by exploring whether concepts drawn from SIT and SCT 

were helpful in explaining bullying within naturally formed friendship groups.  More 

specifically, this study sought to: 

1) investigate the relationship between involvement in bullying and involvement 

in other problem behaviours, 

2) determine the level of within-group similarity in these behaviours, 
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3) identify groups with a norm for bullying and determine whether members of 

these groups engaged in more bullying than members of groups without such a 

norm, and 

4) investigate the association between bullying behaviour and group identification 

and intra-group position within groups with a norm for bullying. 

 To achieve these aims, the two questionnaires developed in Study 1 were 

administered to participants.  Participants were also asked to identify the children in 

their class who “hung out” together, with this information used to establish the make-

up of friendship groups.  For each of these groups, norms were then assessed by asking 

children to rate how much the group approved of a variety of bullying behaviours.  

Finally, participants rated the prototypicality of each group member (i.e., how similar 

the member was to the rest of the group), as well as how strongly they identified with 

their own friendship group. 

4.3 Study 3 – The Role of the Peer Group in Bullying: An Experimental Study 

 The third and final study in the current program of research was developed to 

further explore the association between childhood bullying and group norms, group 

identification, and intra-group position.  This study built on Study 2 by employing an 

experimental rather than non-experimental design, thus allowing causal relationships 

between the social identity constructs and bullying to be established.  Given that little 

research in the area of bullying has previously utilised an experimental method, this 

study represented an important advance. 

 Specifically, Study 3 had two main aims.  The first was to explore the impact of 

group norms on children’s involvement in bullying.  The second aim was to investigate 

whether group identification, intra-group position, and the interaction of these 

variables, also influenced bullying behaviour.  
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 In order to achieve these objectives, participants in this study were asked to pretend 

that they had been placed in a team for a drawing competition, on the basis of a picture 

they had previously drawn.  They were then provided with information about their 

team, including details regarding the group’s norms (bullying versus helping), their 

position within the group (prototypical versus peripheral), and their level of 

identification (high versus low). Several incidents involving the child’s team and a 

competing team were then described to participants.  They were subsequently given a 

list of possible responses to the situation, including several that described involvement 

in bullying, and asked to rate how likely it was that they would engage in each. 

4.4 General Conclusions 

 In the sections above, a brief overview of the three studies that comprise the 

current research project is presented.  Together, these studies examine several aspects 

of bulling that have previously received little attention.  The program of research 

draws upon relevant theories (i.e., SIT and SCT) in an effort to provide a greater 

understanding of the peer group’s role in the problem of childhood bullying. 
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5.0 STUDY 1 – QUESTIONNAIRE DEVELOPMENT 

 As outlined in Chapter 4, the principal aim of the current study was to develop two 

questionnaires.  The first of these was designed to assess children’s involvement in 

bullying, with items relating to the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  For each of 

these roles, behaviours that were physical, verbal, and relational in nature were 

described.  The second questionnaire was developed to assess a variety of other 

problem behaviours children might engage in.  For reasons outlined previously (see 

Section 3.2.1.2), items describing severe delinquent behaviours were not included in 

this scale.  Both questionnaires were designed primarily as peer-rating measures, 

although the format allowed self- and teacher-ratings to also be collected. 

 In subsequent sections, the rationale for the development of these questionnaires is 

outlined.  Specifically, the reasons for preferring peers to alternative sources of 

information (i.e., the self and teachers), and for selecting peer-ratings rather than peer-

nominations, are presented.  Limitations of current peer-report questionnaires 

assessing bullying and problem behaviours are then discussed and the steps taken to 

overcome these outlined.  Finally, an overview of the questionnaire development 

process is provided.  

5.1 Rationale for Questionnaire Development 

5.1.1 The Selection of Peer-Reports 

 When assessing either bullying or problem behaviours via questionnaire, several 

sources of information are available.  Children can rate their own behaviour or, 

alternatively, peer- or teacher-reports can be used.  Although each of these methods 

has its own strengths and weaknesses, for the purpose of the current research peer-

reports were judged to have a number of advantages. 
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 One of the main benefits of peer-reports, as compared to self-reports, is that they 

reduce the likelihood of social desirability biases.  This is particularly important for the 

assessment of both bullying and problem behaviours since research suggests self-

reports tend to underestimate the extent of such conduct.  Salmivalli et al. (1996), for 

example, found that self-estimated bullying scores were significantly lower than peer-

estimated ones.  Sutton and Smith (1999) also reported that four out of five children 

nominated by peers as a bully, assistant, or reinforcer nominated themselves as a 

defender, outsider, or victim instead.  Evidence of under-reporting has also been found 

when self-reports of other problem behaviours (e.g., aggression, hyperactivity, and 

oppositional behaviour) have been considered (e.g., Eckert, Dunn, Guiney, & Codding, 

2000; Ledingham, Younger, Schwartzman & Bergeron, 1982; Osterman et al., 1994). 

 When assessing bullying, research also suggests that inaccurate estimates might be 

obtained via teacher-reports.  Since studies have shown teachers to be unaware of the 

true extent of bullying that occurs (Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Leff et al., 1999; O’Moore & 

Hillery, 1991; Rigby & Slee, 1991), their reports are likely to underestimate children’s 

involvement.  By comparison, peers are able to observe other children in a variety of 

contexts where bullying occurs (Crick, Werner, et al., 1999; Perry et al., 1988; Rigby, 

2002), placing them in a better position to provide accurate information about such 

behaviour. 

 In addition, for both bullying and other problem behaviours, scores acquired via 

peer-reports have the advantage of being based on aggregated data.  Whereas scores 

from a single rater (i.e., teacher- or self-reports) reflect any biases that rater has, the 

use of multiple informants minimises the impact of any one person’s bias (Crick et al., 

1997; Crick, Werner, et al., 1999; Perry et al., 1988; Rigby, 2002; Salmivalli & 
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Nieminen, 2002).  As a result, the reliability and validity of peer-reports are likely to 

be increased. 

5.1.2 The Selection of Peer-Ratings 

 When asking children to report on their peers, responses can take the form of either 

nominations or ratings.  For the current research, ratings were the preferred response 

format for two main reasons.  First, by using peer-ratings it is guaranteed that 

information will be obtained about every child who participates in the study.  This is 

not the case when nominations are used, as some children may not be nominated at all.  

Second, peer-ratings provide information about the frequency and severity of 

children’s behaviour, whereas peer-nominations do not.  Thus, while peer-ratings can 

be more time-consuming than nominations to collect, this disadvantage is outweighed 

by the advantages they possess.  

5.1.3 Limitations of Current Peer-Report Measures for Assessing Bullying and 

Problem Behaviours 

 Although peer-report measures assessing bullying and problem behaviours are 

presently available, they have a number of limitations.  A description of these is 

provided below, along with an overview of how the current research will address these 

shortcomings. 

 5.1.3.1 Peer-report measures of bullying 

 Peer-report measures of bullying have been used in a number of studies (e.g., 

Boulton, 1996, 1999; Camodeca et al., 2003; Kaukiainen et al., 2002; Pelligrini & 

Bartini, 2000; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998; Sutton & Smith, 1999).  However, 

in most cases, the scale focussed solely on bullying, ignoring the roles of assistant and 

reinforcer that are also of interest to the current program of research.  To date, only one 
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questionnaire, the PRQ (Salmivalli et al., 1996, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998; 

Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004) assesses all three pro-bullying roles. 

 Although this focus on participant roles represents an important advance, the PRQ 

is not without limitations.  As described in Section 2.1.2.1, when completing the 

questionnaire, children are initially presented with a definition of bullying, an 

approach that has several problems.  First, children may be reticent to label their peers’ 

behaviour as bullying and thus under-report the true extent of such behaviour.  Second, 

there is no guarantee that children will utilise the definition provided, but rather might 

employ their own.  Since research has shown that children tend to exclude indirect 

aggression from their personal definitions of bullying, while also including aggression 

that occurs between students of equal power (Naylor et al., 2001; Smith et al., 2002; 

Smith & Levan, 1995; Smith et al., 1999), this is also likely to lead to inaccurate 

estimates of bullying behaviour. 

 In addition, the PRQ has been criticised for its lack of assessment of relational 

bullying (Salmivalli, Kaukiainen, et al., 1998).  Although examples of this form of 

bullying are included in the definition presented, the items used to assess the roles of 

assistant and reinforcer (e.g., “comes to watch the situation”) appear more relevant to 

physical and verbal, rather than relational, bullying.  This again raises the possibility 

that the real extent of some children’s involvement in bullying might be 

underestimated. 

 Finally, concerns have been raised regarding the factorial validity of the PRQ.  

Studies by Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al. (1998) and Sutton and Smith (1999) have 

found that, instead of forming three distinct scales, the items assessing the roles of 

bully, assistant, and reinforcer load onto a single factor.  Additional research is 
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therefore needed to determine whether these roles should be assessed separately, and if 

so, how this can be done. 

 The bullying questionnaire developed in the current study was designed with these 

limitations in mind.  To avoid the problems associated with use of the term “bullying”, 

behavioural statements were instead employed.  For each of the three pro-bullying 

roles, items were developed that described physical, verbal, and relational bullying, 

ensuring that all forms were adequately assessed.  In addition, exploratory and 

confirmatory factor analyses were conducted to determine the most appropriate factor 

structure for the current questionnaire.  

 5.1.3.2 Peer-report measures of problem behaviours 

 A variety of peer-report inventories are available for the assessment of problem 

behaviours, with three of the most widely used being the Peer Nomination Inventory 

(PNI; Wiggins & Winder, 1961), the Pupil Evaluation Inventory (PEI; Pekarik, Prinz, 

Liebert, Weintraub, & Neale, 1976) and the Revised Class Play (RCP; Masten, 

Morison, & Pelligrini, 1985).  Although these questionnaires can provide important 

information about the behaviour of children, they suffer from a number of deficiencies 

that make them unsuitable for the current research project. 

 To begin with, each of the inventories is limited in the range of problem behaviours 

it assesses.  For example, while the PNI consists of five subscales labelled Aggression, 

Dependency, Withdrawal, Depression, and Likeability, only the Aggression subscale 

measures behaviours of interest to the current research.  Further, the items that load on 

this subscale describe only aggressive and disruptive behaviour.  The RCP’s 

Aggressive-Disruptive subscale is similarly restricted in its content, while the 

Aggression subscale of the PEI has only a slightly broader focus, assessing attention-

seeking as well as physical aggression and disruptive behaviour.  A variety of other 
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problem behaviours (e.g, dishonesty, destruction of property, and other forms of rule-

breaking) are ignored by these scales.    

 The PNI, PEI, and RCP were also considered inappropriate for use in the current 

research because, for each questionnaire, the subscale that assessed aggression 

contained items describing bullying behaviour.  As the problem behaviour 

questionnaire was used to assess the relationship between bullying and problem 

behaviours, the inclusion of these items would have artificially inflated the strength of 

this association.  

 In addition, the questionnaires mentioned above all utilise peer-nominations rather 

than peer-ratings.  As discussed previously, the use of nominations has two limitations.  

First, there is no guarantee that information will be obtained for all children, and 

second, the information that is acquired gives no indication as to the frequency and 

severity of the behaviour problems. 

 Consequently, the questionnaire developed in the current study was designed to 

overcome these weaknesses.  Items covering a broad range of problem behaviours 

were incorporated into the scale, making sure that items relating to bullying were not 

included.  Additionally, the questionnaire was designed to collect ratings rather than 

nominations. 

5.1.4 Summary  

 In order to complete the current program of research, separate questionnaires 

assessing bullying and other problem behaviours were required.  For both variables, 

peer-reports were considered to have several important advantages over teacher- and 

self-reports and thus, peers were selected as the principal source of information.  

Available peer-report questionnaires in the areas of bullying and problem behaviours 

were found to have a number of limitations that made them unsuitable for use.  As a 
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result, the first aim of the current research project, addressed in Study 1, was to 

develop two new questionnaires that overcame these limitations.  

5.2 Overview of Questionnaire Development 

 For both the bullying and problem behaviour questionnaires, the development 

process included four stages.  These were: 

1) Item Generation: items for both questionnaires were developed based on relevant 

literature and information obtained during focus groups; 

2) Piloting: the questionnaires were piloted on a small sample of children in order to 

ensure all instructions and items could be understood; 

3) Full-Scale Administration, Sample 1: over 300 children, and 19 teachers, were 

administered the new questionnaires.  The aim of this stage was to identify the 

underlying factor structure of each questionnaire, as well as obtain preliminary 

evidence regarding the scales’ reliability and validity; 

4) Full-Scale Administration, Sample 2: the questionnaires were administered to a 

second sample of over 300 children and a further 17 teachers.  The main objective 

of this stage was to confirm the factor structures obtained previously.  Further 

evidence regarding the scales’ internal consistency was also acquired, and age and 

gender differences explored.  

5.3 Stage 1: Item Generation 

 The aim of Stage 1 was to develop initial drafts of both the bullying and problem 

behaviour questionnaires.  To generate items for these scales, relevant literature was 

reviewed and focus groups that centred on each topic were conducted. 

 When developing the bullying questionnaire, items relating to the three pro-

bullying roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer were required.  Accordingly, the work 

of Salmivalli and colleagues (e.g., Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et 
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al., 1998; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004) provided the basis for understanding the 

behaviours associated with each role.  In order to generate items describing physical, 

verbal, and relational forms of bullying, studies that had assessed these different forms 

of aggression were also reviewed (e.g., Andershed et al., 2001; Bjorkqvist et al., 1992; 

Crick, 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Esplage & Holt, 2001; Lagerspetz & 

Bjorkqvist, 1994; Olweus, 1994, 1997; Rigby, 1996; Whitney & Smith, 1993). 

 For the problem behaviour questionnaire, items were required to describe a range 

of externalising problem behaviours.  Relevant literature and existing scales were 

examined in order to develop appropriate questions (e.g., Achenbach, 1991a, 1991b; 

American Psychiatric Association, 1994; Lahey et al., 2000; Mash & Wolfe, 2002; 

Masten et al., 1985; Merrell, 1993; Pekarik et al., 1976; Wiggins & Winder, 1961). 

 Additionally, focus groups were conducted for the purpose of obtaining children’s 

perceptions of bullying and other problem behaviours.  Information gathered from 

these groups was also used to ensure that the selected items were age-appropriate.   

5.3.1 Method 

 5.3.1.1 Participants 

 Participants involved in the focus groups attended a primary school located in the 

South-East Queensland region and were enrolled in Grades 5, 6, and 7.  Initially, 54 

participants were recruited.  However, when the focus groups regarding bullying were 

conducted, three students were absent from school, leaving a total of 51 participants.  

This sample consisted of 30 females and 21 males, who ranged in age from 10.00 to 

12.92 years (M = 11.41, SD = .95).  For the focus groups regarding other problem 

behaviours, 2 students were also absent.  This left a total of 52 participants (32 females 

and 20 males), also ranging in age from 10.00 to 12.92 years (M = 11.34, SD = .95). 



Bullying in Schools  137 

 5.3.1.2 Materials 

 Participants required no materials during the focus groups.  However, a tape-

recorder was used to record the discussions and allow written transcripts to be 

produced. 

 5.3.1.3 Procedure 

 To recruit students for the current study, consent forms were sent to the parents of 

children in three classes (i.e., one class each from Grade 5, 6, and 7).  Only children 

who received parental permission participated in the research. 

 Participants were divided into groups ranging in size from two6 to five children.  

Each group consisted of participants who were of the same gender and enrolled in the 

same grade at school.  In total, 14 groups were formed.  Each of these groups 

participated in two focus group sessions, one centring on bullying and one on other 

types of problem behaviours.  During both focus groups, a semi-structured interview 

was conducted, lasting between 20 and 30 minutes.  All focus groups were conducted 

in a quiet classroom setting.   

 At the beginning of the first focus group, participants were informed that the 

researcher was developing a questionnaire about bullying and was interested in their 

ideas on this topic.  It was explained that, in order to keep an accurate record of the 

discussion, their permission to audio-tape the session was required.  After assuring 

them that their comments would remain confidential, with only the researcher listening 

to the recordings, all participants gave permission for this to occur. 

 The discussion then began, with the researcher asking participants what types of 

behaviours they considered to be bullying.  After the group had generated a variety of 

ideas on this issue, participants were asked what other children did when bullying was 

                                                           
6 Originally, the planned minimum group size was three.  However, due to student absences, this was 
reduced to two. 
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taking place.  If required, further prompting was given, with participants asked what 

others might do to support the person who was bullying.  To end the discussion, and 

assist in generating filler items for the questionnaire, participants were asked to talk 

about nice things that children could do for each other. 

 After all 14 groups had completed the session centred on bullying, the second 

series of focus groups was conducted in which participants were asked to discuss other 

behaviours that get children in trouble.  If children focussed on only one setting (e.g., 

at school), they were prompted to also consider other settings (e.g., at home, when 

spending time with friends).  To conclude the discussion, and again generate filler 

items for the questionnaire, children were asked to think of good behaviours children 

engaged in.  After completing this task, children were thanked for their participation in 

the study. 

5.3.2 Results 

 5.3.2.1 The Bullying Questionnaire (BQ) 

 Based on the transcripts of the focus groups, it was evident that children were able 

to identify a variety of bullying behaviours.  In particular, participants frequently 

mentioned behaviours that could be classed as verbal bullying (e.g., name-calling, 

teasing, and saying nasty things behind people’s backs), physical bullying (e.g., 

pushing, hitting/punching, and kicking), and relational bullying (e.g., leaving others 

out of games and not including people in activities).  When asked about what others 

did to support the bully, participants discussed a number of behaviours that assisted the 

bully, such as joining in when someone was being teased or hit.  In addition, 

behaviours that were likely to reinforce the bully’s actions were identified, including 

laughing when bullying occurred, watching the bullying, or calling out things to 

encourage the bully.  Based on these comments, and the review of relevant literature, 
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47 items were developed that covered the five areas mentioned above.  Twelve filler 

items were also generated based on participants’ responses when asked about nice 

things children could do for each other.  All items are shown in Table 5.1. 

 

Table 5.1 

Items Developed for the Bullying Questionnaire 

Type of Item Item 
Verbal Bullying Teases others in an unpleasant way 
 Makes nasty jokes about others 
 Tells lies about others, behind their backs 
 Says nasty things about others 
 Calls others mean or hurtful names 
 Threatens to hit or hurt others 
 Says mean things about others within their hearing 
 Makes nasty phone calls to other people 
 Spreads nasty rumours about others 
  
Physical Bullying Takes other people’s belongings and hides them 
 Trips others on purpose 
 Tears at other people’s clothes 
 Scratches or pinches others for no reason 
 Hits, slaps or punches others for no reason 
 Pushes or shoves others for no reason 
 Pulls other people’s hair 
 Kicks others for no reason 
 Damages other people’s belongings on purpose 
 Tries to hurt others by throwing things at them 
  
Relational Bullying Leaves others out of games and activities on purpose 
 Won’t let people join their group 
 Ignores other people when they try to join in 
 Tries to ruin other people’s friendships 
 Says to others: “Let’s not play with him or her” 
 Encourages people to leave others out of their group 
 Tells others to stop liking certain people 
 Tries to steal other people’s friends 
  
Assisting the Bully Passes on nasty rumours that other people have started 
 Joins in when someone is being teased or called nasty names 
 Agrees to leave someone out of activities, once someone else has suggested it 
 Stops someone from leaving when they are being teased or called nasty names 
 Stops being friends with people when someone tells them to 
 Catches people so that others can punch, hit or kick them 
 Joins in when someone is being pushed, hit or kicked 
 Holds onto someone who is being hit or kicked, so they can’t escape 
  
Reinforcing the Bully Encourages people who push, punch or kick others by shouting or cheering for 

them 
 Comes to watch when someone is being pushed around 
 Eggs on people who push, hit or trip others 
   continued 
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Type of Item Item 
Reinforcing the Bully Is usually present when others are being pushed, hit or kicked, even if they 

don’t join in 
 Eggs on people who tease or call others nasty names 
 Is usually present when someone is being ignored or left out 
 Backs up people who leave others out 
 Laughs when someone else is pushed, tripped or hit 
 Watches when people tease or call others nasty names 
 Is usually present when others are being teased or called hurtful names, even if 

they don’t join in 
 Laughs when someone else is ignored or left out 
 Laughs when someone is being teased or called nasty names 
  
Filler Items Shares things with others 
 Helps others when they are hurt 
 Is friendly to others 
 Helps others with their schoolwork 
 Tries to cheer people up when they are upset 
 Is nice to others 
 Says nice things to others when they have done something well 
 When playing games, lets others have a turn 
 Asks others to join in games or activities 
 Works well with other children 
 Lets others borrow their things 
 Gets along well with others 
 

 Subsequently, a 59-item questionnaire was developed to assess children’s 

involvement in bullying.  Instructions regarding how to complete the questionnaire 

were also written by the researcher and the questionnaire formatted for administration.  

In particular, the questionnaire was designed so that the person completing the form 

would rate the frequency of their own behaviour, as well as that of three of their 

classmates, on each item.  The rating scale developed ranged from 0 = never to 4 = 

always, with an option of 5 = don’t know also included.  A copy of the BQ booklet is 

included in Appendix A. 

 5.3.2.2 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire (PBQ) 

 From the transcripts of the second series of focus groups, a variety of frequently 

mentioned problem behaviours were identified.  These included aggressive behaviours 

(e.g., fighting and damaging other people’s property), dishonesty (e.g., copying others 

work and blaming others for things you’ve done) and breaking school rules (e.g., 

talking in class and going in areas that are out-of-bounds).  The ideas discussed during 
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the focus groups were subsequently used, in combination with a review of past 

literature, to generate 48 items covering a range of problem behaviours (see Table 5.2).  

Severe delinquent behaviours were not included.  Eleven filler items were also 

developed and are included in Table 5.2.   

 

Table 5.2 

Items Developed for the Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

Type of Item Item 
Problem Behaviours Bosses others around 
 Annoys others 
 Brags and boasts 
 Shows off 
 Gets into fights with others 
 Argues with others 
 Gets angry easily 
 Has temper outbursts 
 Breaks promises 
 Lies 
 Tries to get others in trouble 
 Blames others for things they have done 
 Feels guilty after misbehaving* 
 Disrupts other children’s games 
 Cheats on schoolwork or games 
 Ruins other children’s games 
 Takes turns* 
 Pushes into lines 
 Cares if others are hurt* 
 Shares things with others* 
 Cooperates with other children* 
 Takes others’ things without asking 
 Returns things they have borrowed* 
 Careless with books or other objects 
 Writes on other people’s things 
 Damages school property 
 Makes marks on desks 
 Leaves things untidy 
 Yells out in class 
 Disrupts others when they are trying to work 
 Copies others’ work 
 Talks when the teacher is talking 
 Listens to the teacher* 
 Dawdles in obeying rules or instructions 
 Does as they are told by adults* 
 Argues with the teacher about rules or instructions 
 Has difficulty accepting criticism or correction 
 Says rude things to adults 
 Makes rude signs at adults 
 Calls adults names, behind their backs 
 Goes in areas that are out-of-bounds 
 continued 
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Type of Item Item 
Problem Behaviours Litters 
 Disobeys rules 
 Swears 
 Mean to animals 
 Stays out late at night 
 Runs away from home 
 Smokes 
  
Filler Items Polite to others 
 Keeps things neat and clean 
 Does their homework 
 Works quietly 
 Produces work of a high standard 
 Makes others laugh 
 Finishes work on time 
 Does as they are asked 
 Puts effort into whatever they are doing 
 Helps with tasks around the classroom 
 Appears to be happy 
* The wording of these items has been changed from the negative (e.g., does not feel guilty after 
misbehaving) to the positive (e.g., feels guilty after misbehaving) in order to make it easier for children 
to rate them. 
  

 The PBQ was then formatted for administration.  The instructions and rating scale 

used were identical to those for the BQ.  Further, the PBQ was also designed to have 

participants rate themselves and three classmates on each item.  A copy of the PBQ is 

included in Appendix B. 

5.3.3 Discussion 

 Based on information obtained from focus groups, as well as relevant literature, 

items for the BQ and PBQ were developed.  For the BQ, items described behaviours 

associated with the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  For each role, items that 

were physical, verbal, and relational in nature were also developed.  Questions 

designed for the PBQ described a range of externalising problem behaviours other than 

bullying. 
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5.4 Stage 2: Piloting of the BQ and PBQ 

 The aim of the second stage of Study 1 was to assess whether children in Grades 5, 

6, and 7 were able to read and comprehend the BQ and PBQ.  If children displayed any 

difficulties with this task, appropriate adjustments to the questionnaires were made. 

5.4.1 Method 

 5.4.1.1 Participants 

 Forty-three children (25 females and 18 males) enrolled in Grades 5 to 7 

participated in this stage of the research.  Participants ranged in age from 9.42 to 12.92 

years (M = 11.08, SD = .91). 

 5.4.1.2 Materials 

 The BQ and PBQ, developed in Stage 1 of the current study, were utilised.  Each 

questionnaire consisted of a list of behaviours, with participants rating how frequently 

specified individuals engaged in each behaviour.  The rating scale used for both 

questionnaires ranged from 0 = never to 4 = always.  There was also the option of 5 = 

don’t know.  In addition, a tape-recorder was required to enable participants’ 

suggestions for improving the questionnaires to be recorded. 

 5.4.1.3 Procedure 

 After obtaining parental permission for children to participate, the BQ and PBQ 

were administered to small groups, ranging in size from four to six participants.  In 

total, 10 groups took part.  Administration of the questionnaires occurred in a 

classroom setting and was conducted by the researcher. 

 At the start of each administration session, participants were told that the 

researcher was developing two questionnaires regarding different types of behaviour 

children displayed.  It was explained to participants that they would be asked to fill out 

these questionnaires and then discuss any problems they had doing so. 
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 A copy of both the BQ and PBQ was given to each child.  To help ensure 

confidentiality, each child was given a code number and asked to write this on the top 

of their booklets.  They were then asked to fill in the details regarding the school they 

attended, their grade, date of birth, and gender. 

 Instructions for completing the questionnaires were then explained to participants.  

Although instructions on the cover page of the questionnaire booklets indicated that 

participants would rate how often they and three classmates engaged in each 

behaviour, for the piloting of the questionnaires participants were only asked to rate 

two peers.  Further, participants were free to select who these two people would be and 

asked to write their names on a blank piece of paper.  Participants were then asked to 

write the code number 001 next to the first name and 002 next to the second.  They 

were informed that they should use these code numbers when completing the 

questionnaires, rather than the names. 

 The rating scale was then described to participants.  It was also emphasised that no 

one, apart from the researcher, would see their responses.  Participants then completed 

the questionnaire booklets, asking the researcher for any assistance that was required. 

 After all participants in the group had completed both questionnaires, they were 

asked to discuss any problems they had experienced.  In particular, difficulties with the 

instructions, the rating scale, and specific items were explored.  All discussions were 

taped, after participants gave permission for this to occur. 

5.4.2 Results 

 5.4.2.1 The Bullying Questionnaire 

 Based on the participants’ responses, a number of changes were made to the BQ.  

Item 16 (“eggs on people who push, hit or trip others”) was removed from the 

questionnaire as children had difficulty understanding this item and changes to its 
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wording would cause it to duplicate another item.  One filler item (item 48: “works 

well with other children”) was also excluded as it duplicated an item on the revised 

PBQ.  The wording of several other items (15, 23, 30, 31, 34, and 45) was also altered 

to improve comprehension.  Further, the rating scale was changed to exclude the 

option of 5 = don’t know because some children appeared to select this option without 

giving serious consideration to the other alternatives.  A copy of the revised BQ can be 

seen in Appendix C. 

 5.4.2.2 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

 Several alterations were also made to the PBQ.  In particular, the wording of a 

number of items (27, 29, 36, and 41) was altered.  As with the BQ, the option of 5 = 

don’t know was deleted from the rating scale.  The revised version of the PBQ is 

included in Appendix D. 

5.4.3 Discussion 

 After obtaining children’s feedback, changes were made to the BQ and PBQ in an 

effort to ensure that all instruction and items were comprehensible.  This resulted in 

two items being removed from the BQ, and alterations being made to the wording of 

several items on both the BQ and PBQ.  These revised questionnaires were utilised to 

obtain peer-, self-, and teacher-ratings in Stages 3 and 4 of the current study. 

5.5 Stage 3: Full-Scale Administration of the BQ and PBQ – Sample One 

 The third stage of Study 1 had two principal aims.  The first of these was to 

identify the underlying dimensions (or factor structure) of the BQ and PBQ.  The 

second was to gather evidence regarding the reliability and validity of both scales. 

 In order to achieve the first aim, exploratory factor analysis was conducted on both 

the BQ and PBQ.  Since both questionnaires were developed principally as peer-report 

measures, data collected from this source was utilised.   
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 While factor analysis was required to distinguish the dimensions assessed by each 

scale, for the BQ, the results were also expected to help clarify two further issues.  As 

discussed previously, the PRQ (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 

1998; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004) has been criticised for assessing the roles of bully, 

assistant, and reinforcer separately, when factor analysis does not support this 

distinction (Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998; Sutton & Smith, 1999).  The current 

study therefore provided additional evidence regarding this matter.  Furthermore, in 

Section 2.1.1.3, questionnaires that have previously used behavioural statements to 

assess bullying were criticised for combining physical, verbal, and relational bullying 

items, without determining the appropriateness of such a strategy.  As studies 

measuring aggression have suggested that items describing overt and relational 

aggression form discrete factors (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick et al., 1997; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Prinstein et al., 2001), the current study explored whether a similar 

distinction should be used when assessing bullying behaviour. 

 After determining the factor structure of the BQ and PBQ, the reliability of their 

subscales was assessed.  Specifically, internal consistency coefficients were calculated 

for peer-, teacher-, and self-reports.  The results of these analyses were expected to 

support the reliability of the new questionnaires. 

 The level of correspondence between peer-, teacher-, and self-ratings was also 

explored for the BQ and PBQ.  In previous studies, researchers have argued that 

agreement between these sources can be taken as evidence of the validity of the scale 

in question (e.g., Kaukiainen et al., 2002; Pekarik et al., 1976; Warden, Cheyne, 

Christie, Fitzpatrick, & Reid, 2003; Wiggins & Winder, 1961).  However, the extent of 

agreement has been shown to vary across sources.  For example, studies of bullying 

have found moderate to strong associations between peer- and teacher-reports (Leff et 
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al., 1999; Nabuzoka, 2003; Schwartz et al., 2002; Stephenson & Smith, 1989), but 

weak to moderate correlations between self- and peer-reports (Pelligrini & Bartini, 

2000; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Schwartz et al., 2002; Tobin & Irvin, 1996) and self- and 

teacher-reports (Schwartz et al., 2002).   A similar pattern has occurred when other 

problem behaviours (e.g., aggression, antisocial behaviour, and overall externalising 

behaviour) have been assessed (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; Epkins, 1994; 

Ledingham et al., 1982; Lee, Elliott, & Barbour, 1994; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; 

Youngstrom, Findling, & Calabrese, 2003; Warden et al., 2003).  Thus, in the current 

study, it was expected that this pattern would be replicated for both the BQ and PBQ. 

 The construct validity of the new measures was also assessed during Stage 3.  

Specifically, evidence of convergent and divergent validity was obtained by 

correlating scores acquired on the BQ and PBQ with those obtained from previously 

developed measures. 

 For the BQ, the questionnaire selected for comparison purposes was Salmivalli and 

Voeten’s (2004) PRQ.  Since the BQ was designed to assess bullying, assisting, and 

reinforcing behaviours, moderate to strong correlations were expected between scores 

obtained on this questionnaire and those acquired on the PRQ’s three pro-bullying 

subscales.  This prediction was in line with previous studies that have reported 

correlations ranging from .40 to .77 between the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer 

(Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999).  In contrast, weak correlations have 

typically been found between the three pro-bullying subscales and those assessing the 

roles of defender, outsider, and victim. Salmivalli et al. and Sutton and Smith have 

reported correlations raging from -.22 to .25 for the defender role and from -.12 to -.28 

for the outsider role.  Sutton and Smith also found the victim role to be only weakly 

correlated (i.e, from -.12 to .09) with those of bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  Thus, for 
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the current study, it was predicted that weak associations would also be found between 

scores on the PRQ’s Defender, Outsider, and Victim subscales and those obtained on 

the BQ.  

 To assess the construct validity of the PBQ, three subscales from the Youth Self-

Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991b) were selected.  Of these, the Aggressive Behavior 

subscale, which assesses both aggressive and oppositional behaviour, was chosen to 

provide evidence regarding the convergent validity of the PBQ.  As previous research 

(e.g., Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; Steinhausen & Metzke, 1998) has found 

correlations between different forms of externalising problem behaviours to range 

from .59 to .72, similar findings were predicted for the current study.  That is, 

moderate to strong, positive correlations were expected to occur between the YSR’s 

Aggressive Behaviour subscale and the subscales of the PBQ. 

 The other two YSR subscales that were selected were those measuring withdrawn 

behaviour and social problems.  These subscales were used to assess the divergent 

validity of the PBQ.  With regard to withdrawn behaviour, previous research has 

typically found weak, positive correlations (i.e, not exceeding .40) between this 

variable and externalising behaviour problems (e.g., Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; 

Morgan & Cauce, 1999; Steinhausen & Metzke, 1998).  Based on these findings, 

similar strength correlations were expected to occur between the YSR’s Withdrawn 

subscale and the subscales of the PBQ.   In contrast, when considering social 

problems, the extent of their association with externalising problem behaviours has 

been found to vary.  Achenbach and Rescorla, for example, reported correlations as 

great as .66, whereas Steinhausen and Metzke found only weak correlations, ranging 

from .10 to .32.  It should be noted, however, that in both of these studies, problem 

behaviours more severe than those measured by the PBQ were assessed (e.g., attacking 
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people, using drugs and alcohol, and setting fires).  Although the milder problem 

behaviours assessed by the PBQ might also be related to social problems, the strength 

of the association might fall towards the lower end of the range reported above.  Thus, 

for the current study, weak, positive correlations between the YSR’s Social Problems 

subscale and the PBQ subscales were expected. 

 In sum, the objective of Stage 3 was to provide evidence regarding the 

psychometric properties of the BQ and PBQ.  In order to ascertain the underlying 

dimensions of the scales, the peer-report data collected for each questionnaire was 

factor analysed.  Internal consistency coefficients were then calculated as a measure of 

the scales’ reliability.  To examine the validity of the new questionnaires, the 

associations between peer-, teacher-, and self-ratings, as well as between scores on the 

new and previous measures, were explored.  

5.5.1 Method 

 5.5.1.1 Participants 

 Participants were obtained from two schools in the South-East Queensland region, 

with 319 students from Grades 5, 6, and 7 recruited.  Of these, 153 were male and 166 

female.  The age of participants ranged from 9.42 to 12.92 years, with an average age 

of 11.17 years (SD = 0.89). 

 The teachers of the Grade 5, 6, and 7 students participating in this stage of the 

research were also asked to be involved.  In total, 19 teachers participated.  This 

sample consisted of 6 males and 13 females. 

 5.5.1.2 Materials   

 The Bullying Questionnaire.  Two versions of the BQ were used in this stage of the 

research, one for students and one for teachers (see Appendix E for the teachers’ 

version).  Both versions consisted of 57 items.  Of these, 11 were filler items and 46 
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related to physical, verbal, and relational bullying, as well as assisting and reinforcing 

the bully.  For each item, both students and teachers rated the frequency with which 

specified individuals engaged in the behaviours described.  The rating scale ranged 

from 0 = never to 4 = always.   

 The teacher and student versions differed in their instructions regarding who was to 

be rated.  The student participants were asked to rate both themselves and three of their 

classmates.  To do this, they were given a separate piece of paper which had their 

name and code number written on it, as well as the names and code numbers of the 

three classmates they were to rate.  In contrast, the teachers were asked to rate six 

randomly selected children from their class.  If the teacher had fewer than six 

participating students in his/her class, s/he was asked to rate all the students that were 

involved.  As with the students, teachers were provided with a separate piece of paper 

on which the names and code numbers of the selected children were listed. 

 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire.  Student and teacher versions of the PBQ 

were also utilised (see Appendix F for the teachers’ version).  The items included in 

both versions were identical.  That is, both versions of the PBQ consisted of 59 items, 

of which 11 were filler items and 48 assessed problem behaviours.  To complete this 

questionnaire, students and teachers were provided with the same list of names and 

code numbers as for the BQ.  Participants then rated the frequency with which selected 

individuals engaged in the behaviours described, using a rating scale ranging from 0 = 

never to 4 = always. 

 The Participant Role Questionnaire (PRQ; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).  The PRQ 

was completed by students only.  This questionnaire is a peer-report measure that 

assesses children’s behaviour in bullying situations.  In particular, children’s 

tendencies to act as the bully, assistant of the bully, reinforcer of the bully, outsider, 
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defender of the victim, and victim are measured.  A copy of the PRQ is shown in 

Appendix G. 

 To complete the PRQ, children are first presented with a definition of bullying (see 

Appendix G).  A single question then assesses the victim role, with students asked to 

nominate classmates they think are the victims of bullying.  For each child, the score 

for the victim subscale is the percentage of classmates that have nominated him/her on 

this question. 

 The remaining roles of bully, assistant, reinforcer, outsider, and defender are then 

assessed by three questions each (i.e., 15 items in total).  To answer these questions, 

students are asked to think about what their classmates generally do when someone 

else is being bullied and rate the frequency with which all participating classmates 

engaged in the behaviours described (0 = never, 1 = sometimes, and 2 = often).  In 

order to complete this task, children in the current study were also provided with a list 

of the names and code numbers of all participants from their class, with only code 

numbers to appear on the questionnaire.  For each item, an average peer-rating score 

can be calculated.  Total subscale scores are then obtained by summing these averages 

for the relevant items. 

 With regard to the psychometric properties of the PRQ, Salmivalli and Voeten 

(2004) reported Cronbach alpha coefficients of .93, .95, .90, .89, and .88 for the Bully, 

Assistant, Reinforcer, Defender, and Outsider subscales respectively.  Furthermore, 

using an earlier 22-item version of the PRQ, Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al. (1998) 

found that students’ scores on the scales were relatively stable over a 2-year period, 

even when they had changed classes and different peers were evaluating their 

behaviour.  However, their study also raised questions as to the factor validity of the 

PRQ.  In particular, Salmivalli , Lappalainen, et al. found that although the Defender 
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and Outsider subscales formed clearly distinct factors, items relating to the roles of 

bully, assistant and reinforcer all loaded on one factor.  Nonetheless, they argued that 

these subscales could be kept separate to differentiate children who actively initiate 

bullying and those who mainly assist or reinforce the bully. 

 The Youth Self-Report (YSR; Achenbach, 1991b).  The YSR was also only 

completed by student participants.  This self-report questionnaire is 112 items in length 

and assesses a variety of problem behaviours.  Although the YSR consists of eight 

syndrome subscales, only three were selected for use in the current study in order to 

provide information about the construct validity of the PBQ.  In particular, the 

Aggressive Behaviour subscale of the YSR was chosen as it assesses externalising 

behaviours considered to be similar to those measured by the PBQ.  In contrast, the 

Withdrawn and Social Problems subscales of the YSR measure constructs considered 

dissimilar to those assessed by the PBQ and subsequently were selected to provide 

information regarding the divergent validity of the newly developed scale.  In total, 

these three subscales of the YSR consist of 33 items.  For each item, children respond 

on a three-point rating scale that ranges from 0 = not true to 2 = very true or often true.  

Total scores for each subscale can then be derived by summing the relevant item 

scores. 

 Overall, the YSR has been found to be a reliable measure, with acceptable levels of 

test-retest reliability over a 7-month period (Achenbach, 1991b).  For the current 

study, Cronbach alpha values for the Withdrawn, Social Problems, and Aggressive 

Behaviour subscales were .66, .64, and .85, respectively.  Achenbach also provides 

evidence regarding the validity of the measure, reporting that it is able to discriminate 

between clinically referred and non-referred youths. 
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 5.5.1.3 Procedure 

 After obtaining parental permission for students to participate in the research, 

administration of the BQ, PBQ, PRQ, and YSR occurred.  All questionnaires were 

administered by the researcher in a classroom setting, with three half-hour testing 

sessions required for students to complete all questionnaires.   

 During the first session, students completed either the BQ or PBQ, with the order 

of administration counterbalanced.  Regardless of which questionnaire was 

administered first, the procedure was the same.  Initially, each participant was given a 

questionnaire booklet and asked to fill in the details regarding the school they attended, 

their grade, date of birth, and gender.  The instructions on the cover page of the 

questionnaire were then read aloud to the participants by the researcher.  When 

explaining that each student would receive a list of names and code numbers, 

indicating whom they were to be rating, an example was shown to the participants.  It 

was emphasised that they should not show their list to anyone or discuss it with other 

students.  Participants were also instructed that no names should be written on the 

questionnaire booklets, but instead the code numbers should be used to ensure privacy.  

The rating scale to be used was then described.  Participants were also assured that 

their responses would not be shown to other students or teachers. 

 At this time, participants were given their list of names and code numbers and, 

after writing their code number on the front of the booklet, were instructed to begin 

completing the questionnaire.  Students were asked to work quietly and not share their 

responses with others.  If the participants had any questions, the researcher answered 

them.  As each participant finished, the researcher collected both the questionnaire 

booklet and the list of names and code numbers. 
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 In the second session, participants were given either the BQ or PBQ, depending on 

which questionnaire they had already completed.  Each participant also had his/her list 

of names and code numbers from the first session returned to them.  Children were 

informed they would be completing a similar task to previously, but that the 

behaviours listed in the questionnaire booklet would differ.  Instructions regarding the 

rating scale to be used were repeated, as was the need to use code numbers to ensure 

privacy.  Once students had completed the questionnaire it was collected, along with 

their list of names and code numbers. 

 In the final session, participants completed both the PRQ and YSR.  The order of 

administration of these questionnaires was again counterbalanced.  To complete the 

PRQ, participants required both a questionnaire booklet and a list of the names and 

code numbers of all participating students from their class.  After students had written 

their code number on the front of the booklet, the definition of bullying that is 

provided in the PRQ was read aloud by the researcher.  Students were then asked to 

complete the first question of the PRQ, by listing the code numbers of any students 

they felt were the victims of bullying.  Instructions regarding how to complete the 

remainder of the questionnaire were then read to participants. The rating scale was 

explained and participants asked to fill in the form regarding all participants from their 

class. 

 To complete the YSR, students were again required to write their code number on 

the front page.  The instructions provided on the form were then read aloud to 

participants and the rating scale described.  Children completed the form by circling 

the responses that best described themselves in the past 6 months. 
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 At the end of this session, the PRQ, the list of names and code numbers, and the 

YSR were collected.  Participants were thanked for their involvement in all three 

sessions and then returned to their classroom. 

 For the teachers who participated, copies of the BQ and PBQ, as well as the list of 

names and code numbers of students to be rated, were given to them in an envelope.  

Teachers were asked to read the instructions provided and complete the questionnaires 

accordingly.  Once they had finished, they were to seal both the questionnaires and list 

of students in the envelope provided and return it to the researcher. 

5.5.2 Results 

 5.5.2.1 The Bullying Questionnaire 

 Factor analysis.  To determine the factor structure of the BQ, principal 

components factor analysis was conducted.  Since this questionnaire was developed as 

a peer-report measure, the peer-ratings for each child were used in the analyses.  In 

particular, three other children had rated each participant and subsequently, an average 

of these peer-rating scores was calculated for each item and used in the factor analysis.  

In addition, only the 46 items relating to involvement in bullying were included in the 

analyses, with filler items excluded. 

 Initial exploration of the distribution of scores for each of the items revealed that 

all violated the assumption of normality.  However, Hair, Anderson, Tatham, and 

Black (1995) state that departures from normality are of concern in factor analysis 

“only to the extent that they diminish the observed correlations” (p. 374).  

Investigation of the correlation matrix revealed that a majority of the bivariate 

correlations were significant, suggesting that factor analysis using the non-normal data 

would still be appropriate.  In addition, all items correlated with at least one other item 

at a level of .30 or above. 
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 Subsequently, a series of principal component factor analyses was carried out.  

Throughout this procedure, a number of criteria were used to determine whether items 

would be removed from the analysis.  Initially, a cut-off of .35 was utilised for factor 

loadings, with items that did not load above this level on any factor being removed.  If 

only one or two items loaded on a factor, these items were also removed, since 

Tabachnick and Fidell (2001) indicate that interpretation of such factors is hazardous.  

Complex items (i.e., those that loaded above .35 on more than one factor) were also 

considered for removal.  Most of such items were excluded.  However, if a complex 

item loaded above .50 on a factor, a level which Hair et al. (1995) states as being 

practically significant, then further consideration was given to the item.  In particular, 

if the item was clearly conceptually related to the factor on which it loaded above .50, 

then it was retained.  If this was not the case, the complex item was removed.  For the 

final iteration of the factor analysis, the cut-off point for factor loadings was increased 

to .50 to ensure that only items with practical significance were retained.  

 When the final factor solution was obtained, Bartlett’s test of sphericity, which 

assesses the presence of correlations among variables, was significant, χ2(276) = 

5583.32, p < .001.  This indicated that the data were suitable for factor analysis.  

Measures of sampling adequacy also supported the use of this type of analysis, with 

the overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy calculated to be .97 

and all individual measures greater than .91. 

 The factor analysis revealed four factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  These 

factors explained 69.01% of the variance.  To aid interpretation of the factor structure, 

an oblique rotation was performed.  The rotated factor structure is shown in Table 5.3. 
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Table 5.3 

Factor Structure of the Bullying Questionnaire 

Item 

Factor 1 
Direct 

Involvement 
in Bullying  

Factor 2 
Harming 

Friendships 

Factor 3 
Physical 
Presence  

Factor 4 
Indirect 

Involvement 
in Bullying 

Joins in when someone is being teased or 
 called nasty names 

.90    

Makes nasty jokes about others .87    
Passes on nasty rumours that other 
 people have started 

.84    

Teases others in an unpleasant way .82    
Leaves others out of games and activities 
 on purpose 

.81    

Comes to watch when someone is being 
 pushed around 

.78    

Encourages people who push, punch or 
 kick others by shouting or cheering for 
 them 

.78    

Trips others on purpose .77    
Won’t let others join their group .77    
Agrees to leave people out of activities, 
 once someone else has suggested it 

.71    

Takes other people’s belongings and 
 hides them 

.67    

Ignores other people when they try to 
 join in 

.57    

Calls others mean or hurtful names .57    
     
Tries to ruin other people’s friendships  .76   
Stops being friends with people when 
 someone tells them to 

 .72   

Pulls other people’s hair  .63   
Tries to steal other people’s friends  .54   
     
Is usually there when someone is being 
 ignored or left out 

  .82  

Is usually there when others are being 
 teased or called hurtful names, even if 
 they don’t join in 

  .68  

Is usually there when others are being 
 pushed, hit or kicked, even if they 
 don’t join in 

  .53  

     
Holds onto someone who is being hit or 
 kicked, so they can’t escape 

   -.77 

Makes nasty phone calls to other people  .37  -.65 
Catches people so that others can punch, 
 hit or kick them 

   -.54 

Tries to hurt others by throwing things at 
 them 

.37   -.50 

     
Eigenvalue 12.94 1.36 1.22 1.05 

Note.  Only factor loadings of .35 and above are shown, for ease of comprehension. 
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 The first factor accounted for 53.93% of the variance, and was labelled Direct 

Involvement in Bullying.  In particular, the items described active involvement in 

bullying (e.g., “teases others in an unpleasant way”), as well as behaviours that 

encourage bullying (e.g., “encourages people who push, punch or kick others by 

shouting and cheering for them”). 

 The second factor accounted for a further 5.65% of the variance and was labelled 

Harming Friendships.  The items loading on this factor were predominantly related to 

behaviours intentionally aimed at hurting others’ relationships (e.g., “tries to ruin other 

people’s friendships”). 

 The third factor accounted for 5.01% of the variance and was named Physical 

Presence.  Only three items loaded on this factor, but each related to being present 

when bullying was taking place. 

 The fourth factor accounted for 4.36% of the variance and was labelled Indirect 

Involvement in Bullying.  The items on this factor related to assisting another child to 

bully (e.g., “holds onto someone who is being hit or kicked so they can’t escape”) or 

bullying from a distance (e.g., “makes nasty phone calls to others”).  It should also be 

noted that two items on this factor were complex items, one also loading on the Direct 

Involvement factor and one on the Harming Friendships factor. 

 Internal consistency.  Assessment of the reliability of the BQ focussed on the 

internal consistency of each subscale, with Cronbach alpha coefficients calculated 

using the average peer-report scores.  In addition, as teacher- and self-reports were to 

be used in later analyses, Cronbach alpha coefficients were computed using the data 

collected from these sources.  As recommended by Nunnally (1978), a value of .70 or 

above was considered to indicate an acceptable level of internal consistency.  Results 

are shown in Table 5.4. 
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Table 5.4 

Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for the BQ Subscales 

 Rater 
BQ Subscales Peer Teacher Self 
Direct Involvement .96 .94 .89 
Harming Friendships .81 .70 .62 
Physical Presence .75 .84 .68 
Indirect Involvement .85 .58 .70 
 

 Thus, when considering the peer-reports, acceptable levels of internal consistency 

were found for all four subscales.  This was also the case for teacher-reports on the 

three subscales of Direct Involvement, Harming Friendships, and Physical Presence.  

However, for the Indirect Involvement subscale, the Cronbach alpha coefficient was 

below acceptable levels.  The item “makes nasty phone calls to other people” appeared 

most problematic for this subscale, with the Cronbach alpha increasing to .65 when 

this item was removed from calculations.  However, since this value still did not reach 

the cut-off of .70, and removal of the item reduced the Cronbach alpha values for the 

corresponding peer- and self-report subscales (to .82 and .61, respectively), the item 

was retained.   

 For the self-report data, acceptable levels of internal consistency were found for 

two of the four subscales, with the exceptions being Harming Friendships and Physical 

Presence.  On the subscale of Harming Friendships, the item “pulls other people’s 

hair” was most problematic, with exclusion of this item increasing the Cronbach alpha 

coefficient to .67.  Although this was still below acceptable limits, removal of the item 

from the teacher-report subscale also increased the internal consistency to .80, while 

the alpha value for the peer-report subscale remained unchanged.  Subsequently, a 

decision was made to remove this item, leaving three items on the Harming 
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Friendships subscale.  This three-item subscale was utilised in all further analyses.  For 

the Physical Presence subscale, removal of the item “is usually there when someone is 

being ignored or left out” marginally increased the alpha value to .69, while also 

increasing the internal consistency of the teacher-report subscale to .84 and leaving the 

peer-report alpha value unchanged.  However, removal of this item would have 

reduced the total number of items on the subscale to only two, leading to instability of 

the subscale (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).  This, in combination with the fact that the 

self-report internal consistency still remained below the level of .70, led to the item 

being retained. 

 Agreement between peer-, teacher-, and self-reports.  In order to assess the level of 

agreement between peer-, teacher-, and self-reported scores for each of the BQ 

subscales, it was first necessary to compute total subscale scores for each rater.  For 

both teacher- and self-reports, this involved simply summing the scores provided for 

the items loading on each factor.  To obtain peer-report subscale scores, the average 

peer-ratings for each item were summed.  Bivariate correlations between peer-, 

teacher-, and self-reports scores were then calculated for each subscale7 (see Table 

5.5).  However, caution should be used when interpreting the results utilising the 

teacher-reported Indirect Involvement subscale and the self-reported Harming 

Friendships and Physical Presence subscales, due to their lower levels of internal 

consistency. 

 For all four subscales, scores provided by peers and teachers were the most highly 

correlated.  Further, the greatest agreement between these raters was found for the 

Direct Involvement subscale, r = .59, p < .001.  Although the correlations for the 

                                                           
7 In total, teachers provided ratings of 112 of the 319 students.  Therefore, analyses that investigate the 
relationships between teacher- and peer-reports and teacher- and self-reports include only participants 
for whom teacher-ratings are available. 
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remaining three subscales were also significant, the size of the correlation coefficients 

suggested only weak agreement. 

 

Table 5.5 

Correlations between Peer-, Teacher-, and Self-Report Scores on the BQ Subscales 

Direct Involvement 1. 2. 3. 
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .59*** 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings     .28***  .34** 1.00 
    
Harming Friendships    
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .22* 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings  .07  -.07 1.00 
    
Physical Presence    
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .34** 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings  .11  .04 1.00 
    
Indirect Involvement    
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .44*** 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings    .29***  .23* 1.00 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001   
 

 When comparing peer- and self-ratings, and teacher- and self-ratings, the results 

suggest only a low level of agreement overall.  In particular, no significant correlations 

between these raters were found for the Harming Friendships or Physical Presence 

subscales.  Significant correlations were obtained for the two subscales of Direct and 

Indirect Involvement, but the size of the correlation coefficients was small, with only 

one above .30.  Again, this indicates weak relationships between the scores obtained  

via peer- and self-report and teacher- and self- report methods.  
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 Associations between the BQ and PRQ.  The construct validity of the BQ was 

assessed by examining the relationships between scores on the new questionnaire and 

those obtained using the PRQ.  In particular, bivariate correlations between the peer-

report scores on the BQ subscales and peer-report scores on the PRQ subscales of Pro-

Bullying8, Outsider, Defender, and Victim were calculated.  Table 5.6 shows these 

correlations. 

 

Table 5.6 

Correlations between the BQ and PRQ Subscales 

 BQ subscales 

PRQ subscales Direct 
Involvement 

Harming 
Friendships 

Physical 
Presence 

Indirect 
Involvement 

Pro-Bullying  .67***  .44***  .46***  .61*** 
Outsider -.41*** -.28*** -.33*** -.38*** 
Defender -.56*** -.30*** -.34*** -.43*** 
Victim  .21***  .26***  .11  .23*** 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001    
  
 

 As expected, all four subscales of the BQ had significant positive correlations with 

the Pro-Bullying subscale of the PRQ.  The strongest relationships were found for the 

BQ subscales of Direct Involvement and Indirect Involvement, with both correlation 

coefficients above .60.  This suggests that the constructs measured by these two BQ 

subscales are the most closely related to the PRQ’s Pro-Bullying construct. 

 When considering the Outsider and Defender subscales of the PRQ, significant 

correlations were again found for all four BQ subscales.  However, in this instance, the 

correlations were all negative, indicating that as scores on the BQ subscales increased 

                                                           
8 The three PRQ subscales of Bully, Assistant, and Reinforcer were combined to form the Pro-Bullying 
subscale.  This occurred as principal components factor analysis revealed that all items related to these 
roles loaded on one factor.  The complete results of the factor analysis are included in Appendix H. 
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(i.e., children were more involved in bullying situations), scores on the Outsider and 

Defender subscales decreased (i.e., children were less likely to remain outside the 

situation or defend the victim).  Again, the BQ subscales of Direct and Indirect 

Involvement were shown to have the strongest relationships with the Defender and 

Outsider subscales. 

 Finally, the PRQ Victim subscale was found to be significantly positively 

correlated with the BQ subscales of Direct Involvement, Harming Friendships, and 

Indirect Involvement.  Although these findings appear to suggest that as involvement 

in bullying increases, so too does victimisation, it is important to note the size of the 

correlation coefficients.  That is, all are under .30, suggesting only weak relationships 

between the variables of interest.  

5.5.2.2 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

 Factor analysis.  Principal components factor analysis was again used to determine 

the factor structure of the PBQ.  As with the BQ, each participant had been rated by 

three of his/her peers and an average of these scores was calculated for each item and 

used in the subsequent analyses.  Filler items were excluded, leaving the 48 problem 

behaviour items to be analysed. 

 Exploration of the distribution of scores for these items revealed that all violated 

the assumption of normality.  However, investigation of the correlation matrix 

revealed that a majority of the bivariate correlations were significant, suggesting it was 

still acceptable to conduct factor analysis using the non-normal data.  Subsequently, a 

series of principal component factor analyses was conducted.  To determine whether 

items were to be retained or removed during this procedure, criteria identical to those 

used for the BQ were employed.   
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 The final factor solution revealed Bartlett’s test of sphericity to be significant, 

χ2(231) = 3807.93, p < .001.  The overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling 

adequacy was .95, with all individual measures above .88.  These results indicated that 

the data were suitable for factor analysis. 

 This analysis revealed three factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  Overall, the 

factors accounted for 64.65% of the variance.  To assist in interpreting the factor 

structure, an oblique rotation was performed, with the resulting structure shown in 

Table 5.7. 

 

Table 5.7 

Factor Structure of the Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

Item 

Factor 1 
Rule-Breaking 

Factor 2 
Pro-Social 
Behaviour 

Factor 3 
Emotionality 

Goes in areas that are out-of-bounds .92   
Makes marks on desks .86   
Makes rude signs at adults .80   
Litters .77   
Copies others’ work .77   
Writes on other people’s things .74   
Says rude things to adults .66   
Disrupts others when they are trying to 
 work 

.57   

Takes others’ things without asking .56   
Yells out in class .54   
    
Feels guilty after misbehaving  .85  
Shares things with others  .67  
Works well with other children  .60  .45 
    
Gets angry easily   -.88 
Has temper outbursts   -.84 
Brags and boasts   -.67 
Has trouble accepting correction from 
 others 

  -.67 

Argues with others   -.62 
Annoys others   -.62 
    
Eigenvalue 10.04 1.17 1.08 

Note.  Only factor loadings of .35 and above are shown, for ease of comprehension. 
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 Factor 1 accounted for 52.82% of the variance and was labelled Rule-Breaking.  In 

particular, the items ranged from mild behaviours (e.g., “goes in areas that are out-of-

bounds”) to more severe forms of rule-breaking (e.g., “makes rude signs at adults”). 

 Factor 2 accounted for a further 6.17% of the variance and was labelled Pro-Social 

Behaviour.  The three items that made up this subscale described behaviours that could 

be considered socially appropriate (i.e., feeling guilty after misbehaving, sharing, and 

working well with others).  One of these items, “works well with other children”, was 

a complex item, also loading on the third factor. 

 Factor 3 accounted for 5.67% of the variance and was labelled Emotionality.  In 

particular, the items described a variety of behaviours that suggested a lack of control 

of emotions (e.g., “gets angry easily” and “argues with others”). 

 Internal consistency.  Assessment of the reliability of the PBQ again focussed on 

internal consistency.  Using the peer-report item scores, Cronbach alpha coefficients 

were calculated for each PBQ subscale.  As the teacher- and self-report subscales were 

to be used in subsequent analyses, Cronbach alpha coefficients were also computed 

using the data collected from these sources.  Table 5.8 shows the results. 

 

Table 5.8  

Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for the PBQ Subscales 

 Rater 
PBQ Subscales Peer Teacher Self 
Rule-Breaking .93 .88 .84 
Pro-Social Behaviour .67 .72 .49 
Emotionality .89 .93 .77 
 

 Acceptable levels of internal consistency were found for all subscales, except the 

peer- and self-report Pro-Social Behaviour subscales.  In particular, the item “feels 
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guilty after misbehaving” was most problematic for both peer- and self-reports.  

Removal of this item did improve the Cronbach alpha coefficients (to .69 for peer-

reports and .63 for self-reports), but the levels still remained below the .70 cut-off.  In 

addition, the teacher-report alpha decreased to .69, also below the acceptable limit.  

Consequently, this item was retained.    

 Agreement between peer-, teacher-, and self-reports.  Inter-scorer agreement was 

assessed by comparing peer-, teacher-, and self-report scores for each subscale.  

However, caution should be used in interpreting results involving the peer- and self-

report Pro-Social Behaviour subscale, due to the low levels of internal consistency.  

Subscale totals were first calculated by summing the scores for each item on the 

subscale.  Bivariate correlations between each pair of raters were then calculated9, with 

the results shown in Table 5.9. 

 The strongest correlations again occurred between peer- and teacher-ratings.  In 

particular, the greatest agreement between these sources was found for the subscales of 

Rule-Breaking and Emotionality, with agreement on the Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale somewhat lower.  However, in all instances, as peer-ratings increased, so too 

did teacher-ratings. 

 Peer- and self-ratings and teacher- and self-ratings were also found to be 

significantly positively correlated.  However, as was the case with the BQ, the size of 

the correlation coefficients were relatively small (all below .35), suggesting an overall 

low level of agreement between these pairs of raters. 

                                                           
9 As with the BQ, teachers provided reports regarding 112 of the 319 students.  Therefore, analyses that 
involve teacher-reports utilise only these participants. 
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Table 5.9 

Correlations between Peer-, Teacher-, and Self-Report Scores on the PBQ Subscales 

Rule-Breaking 1. 2. 3. 
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .63*** 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings  .33***  .24* 1.00 
    
Pro-Social Behaviour    
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .41*** 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings  .19**  .19* 1.00 
    
Emotionality    
 1. Peer-ratings 1.00   
 2. Teacher-ratings  .62*** 1.00  
 3. Self-ratings  .32***  .26** 1.00 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001    
 

 Associations between the PBQ and YSR.  To assess the construct validity of the 

PBQ, the relationships between scores on the YSR and those on the PBQ were 

explored.  In particular, bivariate correlations between the self-report YSR subscale 

scores and the peer-report scores on the PBQ subscales were computed.  The results 

are shown in Table 5.10.   

 

Table 5.10 

Correlations between PBQ and YSR Subscales 

 PBQ subscales 

YSR subscales Rule-Breaking Pro-Social 
Behaviour Emotionality 

Aggressive Behaviour  .31***  -.19**  .32*** 
Social Problems  .11*  -.13*  .16** 
Withdrawn  -.03  .01  .05 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001    
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 When examining results for the YSR subscale of Aggressive Behaviour, significant 

correlations were found for all three PBQ subscales.  In particular, positive correlations 

existed between the Aggressive Behaviour subscale and the PBQ subscales of Rule-

Breaking and Emotionality.  In contrast, a negative correlation existed for Pro-Social 

Behaviour (i.e., as pro-social behaviour increased, aggressive behaviour decreased).  

However, all three correlation coefficients were relatively small, suggesting that 

overall, the relationships between these subscales were weak.  This was somewhat 

unexpected as the constructs being measured by the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality 

subscales in particular were expected to be more strongly related to the construct of 

Aggressive Behaviour.   

 One possible explanation for the low correlations is the different sources of ratings 

for the two questionnaires (i.e., peer-report for the PBQ and self-report for the YSR).  

As shown in Table 5.9, agreement between peer- and self-reports was also low when 

these raters both completed the PBQ.  Subsequently, to further assess the construct 

validity of the PBQ subscales, the self-report scores available for this questionnaire 

were compared to the Aggressive Behaviour subscale scores.  These analyses did 

reveal stronger correlations: .50 (p < .001) between Rule-Breaking and Aggressive 

Behaviour and .61 (p < .001) between Emotionality and Aggressive Behaviour.  For 

the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale, the correlation of -.28 (p < .001) with the 

Aggressive Behaviour subscale was also stronger than previously, but still remained 

relatively weak.  This suggested that there was little similarity in terms of the 

constructs being measured by these two subscales.   

 When considering the YSR subscale of Social Problems, significant correlations 

with the peer-report scores on each of the three PBQ subscales were found.  However, 

these correlations were very weak, with none above .20.  When self-report scores for 
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the PBQ were included, rather than peer-report scores, the correlations remained low: 

.17 (p < .01) for the Rule-Breaking subscale, -.10 (ns) for the Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale, and .25 (p < .001) for the Emotionality subscale.  

 Further, no significant relationships were found between the peer-report scores on 

the PBQ subscales and the YSR subscale labelled Withdrawn.  Again, even when self-

report PBQ scores were considered, the correlations did not reach significance for the 

Rule-Breaking subscale, r = .08, ns, or the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale, r = -.08, ns.  

Although a significant positive correlation was found between the YSR Withdrawn 

subscale and the PBQ Emotionality subscale, r = .26, p < .001, the strength of the 

correlation remained weak. 

5.5.3 Discussion 

 Stage 3 of the current study focussed on providing preliminary evidence regarding 

the psychometric properties of the BQ and PBQ.  Utilising peer-ratings, exploratory 

factor analysis revealed the BQ to consist of four factors, and the PBQ to consist of 

three.  With few exceptions, these factors displayed adequate internal consistency for 

each of the sources of information used (i.e, peers, teacher, and self).  Support for the 

validity of the questionnaires was also obtained, with peer-, teacher-, and self-reports 

found to be significantly correlated in a majority of instances.  The pattern of 

correlations that occurred between the BQ and PRQ, and the PBQ and YSR, also 

supported the validity of the new questionnaires.  These findings are discussed in detail 

below. 

 5.5.3.1 The Bullying Questionnaire 

 The BQ was found to comprise of four factors, labelled Direct Involvement in 

Bullying, Harming Friendships, Physical Presence, and Indirect Involvement in 

Bullying.  Consistent with previous studies (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 
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1999), these factors did not clearly distinguish between the roles of bully, assistant, 

and reinforcer.  Rather, the subscales of Harming Friendships and Indirect 

Involvement consisted of items describing both bullying and assisting behaviours, 

while the Direct Involvement subscale included items associated with all three pro-

bullying roles.  The one exception to this pattern was the Physical Presence subscale, 

which consisted of items describing reinforcing behaviour only.  Specifically, the 

items contained in this subscale depicted a relatively passive involvement in bullying 

(e.g., “is usually there when someone is being ignored or left out”), compared to the 

more active reinforcing behaviours outlined by the Direct Involvement subscale (e.g., 

“comes to watch when someone is being pushed around” and “encourages people who 

push, punch or kick others by shouting or cheering for them”).  Further, whereas 

previous research has shown overt (i.e, physical and verbal) and relational forms of 

aggression to be discrete (Crick & Bigbee, 1998; Crick et al., 1997; Crick & Grotpeter, 

1995; Prinstein et al., 2001), results of the current study were not as straightforward.  

Although the final Indirect Involvement and Harming Friendships subscales 

corresponded with the distinction mentioned above (i.e, measuring physical/verbal and 

relational bullying, respectively), the remaining subscales contained a combination of 

physical, verbal, and relational bullying items.  In combination, these results indicate 

that classifying children based solely on their role during bullying situations, or the 

type of bullying they engage in, oversimplifies the problem.  The BQ thus provides an 

alternative way of assessing children’s involvement in bullying. 

 Support for the reliability of the BQ was also derived during Stage 3 of the current 

study.  When peer-reports were analysed, each of the BQ subscales was found to 

display adequate internal consistency.  Utilising teacher- and self-reports, acceptable 

Cronbach alpha values were also typically found, although a small number of 
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exceptions did occur.  Specifically, the alpha values for the teacher-reported Indirect 

Involvement subscale and the self-reported Harming Friendships and Physical 

Presence subscales fell below Nunnally’s (1978) recommended cut-off of .70.  Given 

that the BQ was designed principally as a peer-report measure, these results are 

particularly encouraging because they suggest that, when assessing bullying, peers are 

the most reliable source of information.   

 Further investigation of peer-, teacher-, and self-reports revealed that, in a majority 

of instances, scores obtained from these sources were significantly correlated.  More 

specifically, peer- and teacher-reports displayed weak to moderate correlations for 

each of the BQ subscales, whereas all associations involving self-reports were weak 

and reached significance for the subscales of Direct and Indirect Involvement only.  In 

general, this pattern was consistent with expectations, given that previous research has 

also found peer- and teacher-reports of bullying to be more strongly related than self- 

and peer-reports or self- and teacher-reports (Leff et al., 1999; Nabuzoka, 2003; 

Pelligrini & Bartini, 2000; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Schwartz et al., 2002; Stephenson & 

Smith, 1989; Tobin & Irvin, 1996). 

 When considering the BQ subscales separately, the pattern of correlations 

indicated a tendency for inter-rater agreement to be weaker for the Harming 

Friendships and Physical Presence subscales than for those assessing direct and 

indirect involvement in bullying.  Although the low reliability of self-reports on the 

former subscales likely contributed to this finding, the result might also be due, in part, 

to the salience of behaviours described.  Kenrick and Stringfield (1980) found that 

inter-rater correlations were weaker for traits that had low rather than high 

“observability”.  In relation to the BQ, the behaviours that are arguably the least 

noticeable to observers are those described on the Harming Friendships and Physical 
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Presence subscales.  Therefore, this decreased visibility might have played a role in 

reducing the extent of inter-rater agreement for these subscales. 

 Nevertheless, the overall results provide some validation of the BQ.  In particular, 

they suggest that data collected from peers or teachers should be favoured over that 

collected via self-reports.  This finding again supports the decision to develop the BQ 

primarily as a peer-report measure. 

 The associations found between peer-reports on the BQ and PRQ provide 

additional evidence of the validity of the new questionnaire.  Consistent with 

predictions, each subscale of the BQ was shown to have a moderate, positive 

correlation with the PRQ’s Pro-Bullying subscale.  Such results support the convergent 

validity of the BQ, indicating that the questionnaire does indeed measure children’s 

involvement in bullying. 

 Findings pertaining to the other PRQ subscales (i.e., Defender, Outsider, and 

Victim) also provide validation of the BQ.  With regard to the defender and outsider 

roles, previous research has found only weak correlations between these roles and 

those of bully, assistant, and reinforcer (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Sutton & Smith, 1999).  

Although the current study reported somewhat stronger correlations (i.e, ranging from 

-.28 to -.56 and -.28 to -.41 for the defender and outsider roles, respectively), these 

results still support the divergent validity of the new questionnaire.  In other words, the 

negative correlations demonstrate that a construct different from that of defender or 

outsider is being assessed by the BQ.  Furthermore, only weak associations were found 

between the PRQ’s Victim subscale and each of the BQ subscales.  Given the positive 

direction of these correlations, there is some indication that bully-victims might be 

present in the sample.  Nevertheless, the size of the correlations suggests that the PRQ 

and BQ subscales are, for the most part, distinct. 
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 5.5.3.2 Problem Behaviour Questionnaire   

 The final factor solution obtained for the PBQ consisted of three factors.  Two of 

these, labelled Rule-Breaking and Emotionality, assessed problem behaviours.  In 

contrast, the third factor comprised of items describing pro-social behaviour.  Given 

that the PBQ was designed to assess problem behaviours, the occurrence of this latter 

factor was somewhat surprising and appeared to result from changes to the wording of 

several items.  Specifically, during Stage 1 of the current study, a number of items 

were altered from the negative (e.g, does not feel guilty after misbehaving) to the 

positive (e.g., feels guilty after misbehaving) in order to make them easier for children 

to rate.  It was three of these items that were retained for the Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale. 

 In terms of reliability, adequate levels of internal consistency were found for peer-, 

teacher-, and self-reports on both the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales.  By 

comparison, the Cronbach alpha coefficients obtained for the Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale were lower for all raters, with only teacher-reports exceeding Nunnally’s 

(1978) recommended cut-off of .70.  Since shorter scales are typically less reliable 

than those that are longer (Graziano & Raulin, 2004), it is likely that the small number 

of items included on the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale (i.e., three items, compared to 

10 and six items for the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales, respectively) 

contributed to this finding.  Nevertheless, the results suggest that whereas peer-, 

teacher- or self-reports can be used to obtain reliable information regarding children’s 

problem behaviours, when assessing pro-social behaviours, teachers should be the 

favoured source. 

 In addition, significant positive correlations were found between peer-, teacher-, 

and self-reports on all three PBQ subscales, a result that supports the validity of the 
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new questionnaire.  More specifically, moderate correlations were found between peer- 

and teacher-reports on each subscale, whereas weak correlations occurred between 

self- and peer-reports and self- and teacher-reports.  This pattern replicates that 

obtained by previous studies (e.g., Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; Epkins, 1994; 

Ledingham et al., 1982; Lee et al., 1994; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; Warden et al., 

2003; Youngstrom et al., 2003) and suggests that peer- or teacher-reports might be 

more appropriate than self-reports when assessing both problem and pro-social 

behaviour. 

 It is also of interest to note that, of the three PBQ subscales, the weakest levels of 

inter-rater agreement were typically found for that of Pro-Social Behaviour.  While 

this might, in part, be due to the lower reliability of this subscale, the salience of the 

behaviours described might also have contributed to this finding.  Whereas the 

behaviours outlined by the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales are likely to be 

highly visible, drawing the attention of the observer, those described by the Pro-Social 

Behaviour subscale could be considered less striking.  As a result, reports of pro-social 

behaviour might be less accurate than those relating to problem behaviours, leading to 

reduced inter-rater agreement.  Nevertheless, the correlations between peer-, teacher-, 

and self-ratings of pro-social behaviour still reached significance, providing validation 

of this subscale. 

 Further evidence of the validity of the PBQ was obtained when scores from the 

new scale were correlated with those from the YSR.  When peer-reports on the PBQ 

were utilised, both the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales were found to be 

positively correlated with self-reports on the YSR Aggressive Behaviour subscale.  

However, the strength of these relationships was considerably weaker than those 

reported in previous studies of problem behaviours.  Whereas Achenbach and Rescorla 
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(2001) and Steinhausen and Metzke (1998) reported correlations between problem 

behaviours to range from .61 to .72, correlations of .31 and .32 were obtained in the 

current study.  It seems likely that such weak relationships were due, in part, to the 

generally low level of agreement found between self- and peer-reports.  Indeed, when 

self-reports on the PBQ were utilised, correlations with the Aggressive Behaviour 

subscale increased to .50 and .61 for the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales, 

respectively.  Such results indicate that the PBQ subscales are assessing problem 

behaviours, providing support for their convergent validity. 

 Based on past research (e.g., Achenbach & Rescorla, 2001; Morgan & Cauce, 

1999; Steinhausen & Metzke, 1998), weak, positive correlations had also been 

expected between the PBQ’s Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales and the YSR’s 

Withdrawn and Social Problems subscales.  Regardless of whether peer- or self-reports 

on the PBQ were employed, the results of the current study were consistent with this 

expectation, providing evidence of the divergent validity of the new questionnaire. 

 Given that the occurrence of the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale was unexpected, 

no predictions had been made regarding its association with the YSR subscales.  

However, research has typically found weak to moderate, negative correlations 

between pro-social behaviour and both externalising (e.g., Crick et al., 1997; Schwartz 

et al., 2002) and withdrawn behaviour (e.g., Schwartz, 2000; Schwartz et al., 2002).  

Weak, negative correlations have also occurred between pro-social behaviour and 

social problems such as peer rejection (e.g., Schwartz, 2000) and loneliness (Schwartz 

et al., 2002).  In general, the results of the present study were in keeping with this 

pattern, regardless of whether peer- or self-reports on the PBQ were employed.  Again, 

such findings support the divergent validity of the new scale. 
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 5.5.3.3 Summary 
 
 Evidence from Stage 3 provides preliminary support for the psychometric 

properties of the BQ and PBQ.  In particular, the four-factor BQ appears to be a 

reliable and valid measure that assesses children’s involvement in bullying.  For the 

three-factor PBQ, adequate levels of reliability were typically found, although the 

internal consistency of the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale was somewhat lower than 

that for the subscales of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality.  Evidence also tended to 

support the validity of the PBQ’s subscales, particularly for those assessing problem 

behaviours. 

5.6 Stage 4: Full-Scale Administration of the BQ and PBQ – Sample Two 

 The psychometric properties of the BQ and PBQ were further investigated in Stage 

4 of the current study.  In particular, confirmation of the factor structure of each 

questionnaire, as well as additional evidence regarding the scales’ internal 

consistencies, was sought.  For both questionnaires, gender and age differences in 

scores were also explored.  

 In order to validate the factor structures of the BQ and PBQ, confirmatory factor 

analyses (CFA) were conducted.  Utilising peer-report data, the models obtained 

during Stage 3 were tested (i.e., the four-factor model for the BQ and the three-factor 

model for the PBQ), as were several alternative models for each questionnaire.  It was 

expected that, for both the BQ and PBQ, the original model would prove most 

appropriate.  To provide further validation, the fit of the original factor structures was 

also assessed for self- and teacher-reported data.  For all three raters, Cronbach alpha 

coefficients were then calculated for the subscales of each questionnaire.    

 Also of interest during the current stage were possible gender and age differences 

in scores obtained on the questionnaires.  For the BQ, expectations regarding gender 
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differences were somewhat unclear.  Although a number of studies (e.g., Salmivalli et 

al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998; Sutton & Smith 1999) have indicated 

that males are more likely than females to take on the roles of bully, assistant, and 

reinforcer (i.e., the three roles assessed by the BQ), limitations to these studies meant 

that it could not be assumed that a similar pattern would result for each of the BQ 

subscales.  Specifically, all of the studies mentioned above utilised the PRQ to 

determine children’s involvement in bullying.  This questionnaire has been criticised 

for its lack of assessment of relational bullying (see Section 2.1.2.3) and thus, the 

gender differences found in previous studies might reflect the PRQ’s bias towards 

physical and verbal types of bullying.  The inclusion in the BQ of items describing all 

three forms of bullying suggests that research exploring gender differences in such 

behaviours also needs to be considered.    

 Studies that have focussed on specific forms of bullying indicate that the 

association with gender differs depending on the type of behaviour assessed.  When 

direct bullying is measured (i.e., either purely physical bullying or a combination of 

physical and verbal bullying), studies have consistently shown males to engage in 

more of such behaviour than females (e.g., Baldry & Farrington, 1999; Borg, 1999; 

Flouri & Buchanan, 2003; Mynard & Joseph, 2000; Olweus, 1994; Pateraki & 

Houndoumadi, 2001).  In contrast, when purely verbal forms of bullying have been 

measured, mixed results have been obtained.  Some studies have found males to 

engage in more verbal bullying than female (e.g., Borg, 1999) whereas others have 

reported the opposite pattern (e.g., Ahmad & Smith, 1994).  Still others have found no 

gender difference (Atlas & Pepler, 1998).  Inconsistent results have also been found 

for indirect or relational forms of bullying.  Although a number of studies have found 

females to display more of such behaviour than males (e.g., Borg, 1999; Mynard & 
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Joseph, 2000; Nansel et al., 2001; Rivers & Smith, 1994; Schafer et al., 2002; Smith & 

Sharp, 1994; Whitney & Smith, 1993), others have reported no gender difference (e.g., 

Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Schwartz et al., 2002).  However, Bjorkqvist et al. (1992) have 

argued that gender differences in indirect aggression become apparent only with 

increasing age (i.e., from approximately 11 years onward) and thus, the age of the 

samples utilised in the latter studies (i.e., from 6 to 12 years) might have contributed to 

the lack of significant findings. 

 Based on the results discussed above, predictions regarding gender can be made for 

two of the BQ subscales.  For the Harming Friendships subscale, which assesses 

purely relational forms of bullying, females would be expected to score more highly 

than males, but only from age 11 onwards.  Among younger participants, no 

significant difference would be expected.  Further, given the Indirect Involvement 

subscale’s focus on physical and verbal bullying, it is hypothesised that males would 

score more highly than females on this subscale.  For the Direct Involvement and 

Physical Presence subscales, expectations were less clear.  Since both contain items 

that refer to physical, verbal, and relational forms of bullying, for which different 

gender differences have been found, predictions cannot be made with any certainty.  

Consequently, for these subscales, the analysis remained exploratory. 

 Hypotheses regarding gender differences on the PBQ were easier to formulate.  For 

a range of problem behaviours, including aggression, dishonesty, disruptiveness, and 

delinquency, previous research has consistently shown males to display more of such 

behaviour than females (e.g., Achenbach, 1991b; Achenbach, Howell, Quay, & 

Conners, 1991; Baldry & Farrington, 2000; Egan & Perry, 1998; Hodges & Perry, 

1999; Kim, Hetherington, & Reiss, 1999; McDermott, 1996; McGee, Feehan, 

Williams, & Anderson, 1992; Merrell, 1993; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 2002; Schwartz, 
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2000).  In contrast, studies have typically found females to engage in more pro-social 

behaviour than males (e.g., Baldry & Farrington, 1998; Crick & Grotpeter, 1995; Egan 

& Perry, 1998; Hodges & Perry, 1999; Merrell, 1993; Schwartz, 2000).  Thus, in the 

current study, males were expected to score more highly than females on the PBQ 

subscales of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality, whereas the reverse was predicted for 

the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale. 

 With regard to age differences, predictions were again difficult to make, given the 

inconsistent results obtained by previous studies.  For example, when general bullying 

has been assessed (i.e., regardless of the form of the behaviour), a variety of age-

related changes have been reported.  Whereas Solberg and Olweus (2003) found 

bullying to increase with age, Rigby (1997) reported the opposite pattern.  Other 

studies (e.g., Borg, 1999; Whitney & Smith, 1993) suggest bullying remains stable 

across age groups, with Sutton and Smith (1999) similarly finding no association 

between age and assisting and reinforcing behaviour. 

 The scarcity of research regarding age differences in specific forms of bullying 

behaviour also restricts the predictions that can be made regarding the BQ.  Only one 

study, conducted by Borg (1999), has explored the issue from the bullies’ perspective.  

Results of this study indicated that physical forms of bullying decreased from primary 

to secondary school.  There was also a slight decrease in the frequency of exclusion, 

but name-calling was found to increase with age.  However, studies that have focussed 

on the broader concept of aggression, rather than bullying, have found a variety of 

other age-related patterns.  For instance, Bjorkqvist et al. (1992) studied 8-, 11-, and 

15-year-olds and found that the 11-year-old cohort displayed the most physical, verbal, 

and relational aggression.  In contrast, Crick (1997) found no significant differences 
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between children in Grades 3 and 4 and those in Grades 5 and 6 for either overt or 

relational aggression. 

 Thus, given the conflicting findings presented above, no hypotheses were proposed 

regarding age differences on the BQ.  Instead, analyses remained exploratory in nature. 

 Similarly mixed results have been obtained in relation to problem behaviours and 

pro-social behaviour, the constructs assessed by the PBQ.  With regard to problem 

behaviours, a number of studies have indicated that they decrease with age.  For 

example, Stanger, Achenbach, and Verhulst (1997) reported that scores on the Child 

Behavior Checklist’s (CBCL; Achenbach, 1991a) Aggressive Behavior subscale 

decreased from age 4 to 18 for both males and females.  Comparable results were 

obtained by Achenbach et al. (1991) and Bongers, Koot, van der Ende, and Verhulst 

(2003).  However, while Keiley, Bates, Dodge, and Pettit (2000) replicated this pattern 

using mothers’ reports of externalising behaviour, teachers’ reports indicated that 

externalising behaviours increased with age.  Further, in a study of 9- to 17-year-olds, 

Lahey et al. (2000) reported a variety of age patterns, depending on the problem 

behaviour assessed.  Whereas oppositional behaviours decreased with age, higher 

levels of aggressive behaviour were found near the middle (i.e., between 

approximately 11 and 14 years of age), rather than the ends, of the age distribution.  

McDermott (1996) also assessed several different types of problem behaviours and 

found that, for females, involvement in aggressive-impulsive, aggressive-provocative, 

and oppositional behaviours remained stable from ages 5 to 17.  For males, these 

behaviours were also stable from ages 5 to 14, but 15- to 17-year-olds were found to 

be significantly less likely than 5- to 8-year-olds to engage in either aggressive-

impulsive or aggressive-provocative behaviour.  Given these conflicting results, no 
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hypotheses regarding age differences were made for the PBQ subscales of Rule-

Breaking or Emotionality.   

 A variety of age-related changes have also been reported for pro-social behaviour.  

For instance, after reviewing over 75 articles that assessed age differences, Radke-

Yarrow, Zahn-Waxler, and Chapman (1983) concluded that:  

the data from existing research do not support a unidirectional trend.  

There are increases, no changes, and decreases, depending on the 

prosocial behavior, the research methods, and the ages studied.  There 

are virtually no data that permit a conclusion about age trends from 

preadolescent through adolescent years. (p. 488) 

In several more recent reviews, it has been argued that pro-social behaviour increases 

with age (e.g., Eisenberg & Mussen, 1989; Zahn-Waxler & Smith, 1992), although this 

has recently been challenged by Jackson and Tisak (2001).  Specifically, Jackson and 

Tisak assert that findings regarding age differences remain inconsistent and depend 

upon the type of pro-social behaviour assessed.  Results of their study support this 

argument.  That is, for helping behaviour, no age differences were found when 

comparing children aged 7 to 8, 9 to 10, and 11 to 12.  In contrast, 7- to 8-year-olds 

were more likely than 9- to 10-year-olds to share with a friend and were also more 

likely than 11- to 12-year-olds to cooperate with a friend.  In addition, 9-to 10-year-

olds were less likely than other age groups to provide comfort to a friend.  Thus, these 

inconsistent results again resulted in no hypothesis being proposed regarding age-

related differences on the PBQ’s subscale of Pro-Social Behaviour.   

 In review, one of the main aims of Stage 4 was to confirm the factor structures of 

both the BQ and PBQ.  Further information regarding the internal consistencies of the 

scales was also sought.  In addition, gender and age differences on both questionnaires 
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were explored.  Although several hypotheses were proposed in relation to possible 

gender differences on the BQ and PBQ, conflicting results from previous studies 

meant that the examination of age differences remained exploratory. 

5.6.1 Method10

 5.6.1.1 Participants 

 Three hundred and fifty-one participants were recruited from three schools in the 

South-East Queensland region.  These participants were enrolled in Grades 5, 6, and 7, 

with one composite class of Grade 4 and 5 students also involved.  Of the participants, 

170 were male and 181 female.  They ranged in age from 8.92 to 13.92 years, with an 

average age of 11.22 years (SD = .97). 

 The teachers of the students participating in the research were also asked to be 

involved.  In total, 17 teachers agreed to participant.  Of these, 5 were male and 12 

female. 

 5.6.1.2 Materials 

 The Bullying Questionnaire.  Both a teacher and child version of the BQ were 

again utilised in this stage of the research.  Items included in these versions were 

identical and consisted of 46 items that assessed involvement in bullying, as well as 11 

filler items.  For each item, participants rated the frequency with which specified 

individuals engaged in the behaviours described (0 = never to 4 = always). 

 As in Stage 3, student participants were asked to rate themselves and three 

classmates on each item.  In order to do this, they were provided with a separate piece 

of paper, listing the names and code numbers of the students to be rated.  The teachers 

who were participating were asked to rate six randomly selected students from their 

                                                           
10 The students who were involved in this stage of the research also participated in Study 2.  Further, 
data collected from students and teachers during this stage are also used in analyses for Study 2. 
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class.  If fewer than six students from the class were participating in the research, the 

teacher was asked to rate all students that were involved. 

 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire.  Again, both a student and teacher version 

of the PBQ was used.  Each included 59 identical items, of which 11 were filler items 

and 48 assessed problem behaviours.  Teachers and students were provided with the 

same list of names and code numbers as for the BQ and rated the frequency with which 

the specified individuals engaged in the behaviours described (0 = never to 4 = 

always). 

 5.6.1.3 Procedure 

 After receiving parental permission to participate, students were administered the 

BQ and PBQ during two separate testing sessions.  Each session was conducted by the 

researcher in a classroom setting and lasted for approximately half-an-hour.  The 

procedure used to administer the questionnaires was identical to that used in Stage 3 of 

the study and therefore only a brief review will be provided here. 

 During the first session, students completed either the BQ or PBQ, with the order 

of administration counterbalanced.  After participants had been given a copy of the 

appropriate questionnaire, and had completed the required demographic details, the 

instructions provided on the cover page of the booklet were read aloud by the 

researcher.  When explaining that they were to rate themselves as well as three other 

classmates, the researcher showed participants an example of the list of names and 

code numbers they would receive in order to do this.  The rating scale was then 

described and participants instructed to begin filling out the booklet.  Once they had 

completed the questionnaire, both the booklet and the list of names and code numbers 

were collected by the researcher. 
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 In the second session, participants were given a copy of either the BQ or PBQ, 

depending on which questionnaire they had already completed.  Participant also had 

their lists of names and code numbers returned to them, after which instructions for 

completing the questionnaire were briefly reviewed.  After completing the 

questionnaire, the booklet and list were once again collected by the researcher. 

 Teacher participants were also provided with copies of the BQ and PBQ, as well as 

a list of the students they were to rate.  They were asked to read the instructions 

provided and complete the forms accordingly.  Upon completion, teachers were asked 

to enclose both questionnaires, as well as their list of students, in the envelope 

provided and return it to the researcher. 

5.6.2 Results 

 5.6.2.1 The Bullying Questionnaire   

 Confirmatory factor analysis.  To validate the factor structure of the BQ, CFA was 

conducted.  Initially, the four-factor model obtained in Stage 3 was analysed to 

determine how well it fit the current data.  The peer-report data set was utilised, with 

an average peer-rating calculated for each of the 23 items retained in the four-factor 

model (i.e., 13 items for the Direct Involvement subscale, four items for the Indirect 

Involvement subscale, and three items each for the Harming Friendships and Physical 

Presence subscales). 

 Before the CFA was conducted, the data was explored to determine 1) the extent of 

missing data and 2) whether the assumption of multivariate normality was met.  Four 

cases were found to contain missing data and were subsequently excluded from the 

analysis, leaving an available sample of 347.  With regard to normality, the 

distributions for all 24 items were non-normal, meaning the assumption of multivariate 

normality was not met.  For such cases, asymptotic distribution free methods of 
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estimation have been developed (e.g., weighted least squares).  However, research 

suggests that this method performs poorly with small sample sizes.  For example, 

Curran, West, and Finch (1996) reported this method should not be used with samples 

smaller than 500, whereas, for more complex models, Hu, Bentler, and Kano (1992) 

reported that problems occurred with samples as large as 5000.  As such a large sample 

was not available in the current study, maximum likelihood estimation was used.  

Although this estimation procedure assumes multivariate normality, the Satorra-

Bentler chi-square, which corrects for non-normality, can be computed when using this 

technique (Byrne, 1998).  Indeed, Curran et al. reported that this statistic performs well 

at sample sizes of 200 or more, even under non-normal distributions.   

 Subsequently, both a covariance matrix and asymptotic covariance matrix (required 

to calculate the Satorra-Bentler chi-square) were computed in PRELIS 2 and imported 

into LISREL 8.54.  For the model to be tested, each item was forced to load on the 

factor it had been identified as belonging to in Stage 3.  No item was allowed to load 

on more than one factor.  All latent factors were allowed to covary, but no correlations 

between error terms were allowed. 

 In order to interpret the fit of the model, a number of absolute and incremental fit 

indices were selected.  Absolute fit indices assess how well the proposed model 

reproduces the sample data.  Of the available statistics, the Satorra-Bentler chi-square 

is to be reported, as well as the associated degrees of freedom.  However, the chi-

square statistic is sensitive to sample size, often becoming significant as the sample 

size exceeds 200 (Hair et al., 1995).  Subsequently, a relative chi-square value (χ2/df) 

was also computed, with a value of 3.00 or below considered to indicate acceptable fit.  

Based on Hu and Bentler’s (1995) recommendation, the standardised Root Mean 

Square Residual (SRMR) is reported, with a value of .08 or less indicating a good fit of 
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the proposed model.  Finally, the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) is reported, with values 

of .90 or above indicating good fit.  Several incremental fit indices, which measure the 

improvement in fit by comparing the proposed model to a more restricted baseline 

model, were also chosen.  In particular, the Non-Normed Fit Index (NNFI) and the 

Comparative Fit Index (CFI) are to be reported.  For both indices, a value of .90 or 

above is considered indicative of adequate fit. 

 All items loaded significantly (p < .05) on their designated factor and all factors 

significantly (p < .05) covaried (see Appendix I, Table I1 for the unstandardised factor 

loadings and factor covariance matrix).  The Satorra-Bentler chi-square was found to 

be significant, χ2(224) = 551.43, p < .001.  However, the relative chi-square value was 

calculated to be 2.46, indicating an acceptable level of fit.  Values for the other 

goodness-of-fit indices were: SRMR = .04, GFI = .83, NNFI = .97, and CFI = .98.  

Three of these four indices suggested the model was a good fit, although the GFI fell 

below acceptable limits. 

 Investigation of the modification indices revealed two items with cross-loadings 

(i.e., “comes to watch when someone is being pushed around” on the Physical 

Presence factor and “makes nasty phone calls to other people” on the Harming 

Friendships factor).  Other indices also suggested the model could be improved by 

allowing a number of errors to covary.  However, making post-hoc modifications 

based on these indices is not recommended (Hoyle & Panter, 1995) and consequently, 

no adjustments to the model were made. 

 Instead, to further evaluate whether the four-factor model was the most appropriate, 

several alternative models were tested.  These were: 
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1) a three-factor model in which the factors of Direct and Indirect Involvement in 

Bullying were combined and the Harming Friendships and Physical Presence 

factors remained separate 

2) a two-factor model in which the Direct Involvement, Indirect Involvement, and 

Harming Friendships factors were combined and the Physical Presence factor 

remained separate 

3) a single-factor model in which all four factors were combined 

4) a five-factor model in which items were separated into the categories of 

physical, verbal, and relational bullying, as well as assisting and reinforcing the 

bully. 

The goodness-of-fit indices obtained for these alternative models are shown in Table 

5.11.  The indices for the four-factor model are also included for ease of comparison. 

 

Table 5.11 

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Alternative Peer-Rated BQ Models  

 Goodness-of-Fit Statistics 

Model Satorra-Bentler 
χ2 df χ2/df SRMR GFI NNFI CFI 

4-factor 551.43 224 2.46 .043 .83 .97 .98 
3-factor 736.39 227 3.24 .047 .78 .97 .97 
2-factor 832.93 229 3.64 .050 .76 .97 .97 
1-factor 952.15 230 4.14 .054 .74 .96 .97 
5-factor 749.32 220 3.41 .047 .78 .97 .97 
 

 Although visual inspection of the indices suggested that the four-factor model was 

superior to the alternatives, chi-square difference tests were conducted to determine 

whether the improvement was significant.  For this test, the difference between the 

Satorra-Bentler chi-square values for the two models being compared (Δχ2) is 
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evaluated at a degrees of freedom value equal to the difference between the two 

models’ degrees of freedom (Δdf).  Results of these analyses showed the four-factor 

solution to provide a significantly better fit than the three-factor solution, Δχ2(3) = 

184.96, p < .001, the two-factor solution, Δχ2(5) = 281.50, p < .001, the single-factor 

solution, Δχ2(6) = 400.72, p < .001, and the five-factor solution, Δχ2(4) = 197.89, p < 

.001. 

 Two further CFAs were then performed to assess whether the four-factor model was 

also a good fit when self- and teacher-reported scores on the BQ were considered.  

With regard to the self-reports, one case was found to contain missing data and was 

excluded from the analysis, leaving an available sample of 350.  As with the peer-

report data, all variables were found to be univariately non-normal, meaning that the 

assumption of multivariate normality was not met.  Subsequently, a maximum 

likelihood estimation procedure was used, with covariance and asymptotic covariance 

matrices produced in PRELIS and imported into LISREL.  The criteria employed to 

determine the fit of the model were identical to those described previously. 

 Results again revealed that all items loaded significantly (p < .05) onto the factors 

specified and all factors significantly (p < .05) covaried (see Appendix I, Table I2 for 

the unstandardised factor loadings and factor covariance matrix).  The Satorra-Bentler 

chi-square was also significant, χ2(224) = 333.47, p < .001, although the relative chi-

square value was 1.49, falling well under the acceptable level of 3.00.  Values for the 

other goodness-of-fit indices were: SRMR = .06, GFI = .76, NNFI = .93, and CFI = 

.94.  Again, all but the GFI indicated the four-factor model was a good fit for the self-

report data. 

 Inspection of the modification indices revealed four items with cross-loadings.  The 

items “won’t let people join their group” and “ignores other people when they try to 
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join in” loaded on the Harming Friendships factor, while “makes nasty jokes about 

others” and “comes to watch when someone is being pushed around” loaded on the 

Physical Presence factor.  In addition, the indices again revealed the model could be 

improved by allowing error terms to covary. 

 Finally, with regard to the teacher-reports, during Stage 4 data were collected for 

100 students.  In order to increase the available sample, this data was combined with 

the teacher-reports from Stage 3, resulting in a sample size of 212.  However, missing 

data was present for 43 of these cases.  Attempts to increase the sample size through 

replacement of missing values11 resulted in an available sample of 198.   

Examination of the distribution for each item then revealed univariate non-normality, 

again indicating a lack of multivariate normality.  This lack of normality, in 

combination with the reduced sample size, was problematic for the analysis.  In 

particular, the asymptotic covariance matrix, which is required to calculate the Satorra-

Bentler chi-square value correcting for non-normality, could not be reliably computed.  

Thus, as the CFA was likely to produce unreliable results, a decision was made not to 

perform this analysis. 

 Internal consistency.  The internal consistency of each BQ subscale was again 

assessed by calculating Cronbach alpha coefficients.  As in Stage 3 of the study, these 

values were computed for peer-, teacher-, and self-reports (see Table 5.12).  These 

results indicated that, when using peer-report data, acceptable levels of internal 

consistency were achieved for all four BQ subscales.  This was also the case for self-

reports.  However, for teacher-reports, the alpha for the Indirect Involvement subscale  

                                                           
11 A mean-imputation strategy was used to deal with missing data, with the missing value replaced by 
the sample mean for the relevant item.  For the Direct Involvement subscale, which consisted of 13 
items, a maximum of two missing values were replaced per case.  For the shorter subscales of Harming 
Friendships, Physical Presence, and Indirect Involvement, only one missing value on each subscale 
could be replaced. 
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remained just below the acceptable level of .70.     

 

Table 5.12 

Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for the BQ Subscales 

 Rater 
Subscales Peer Teacher Self 
Direct Involvement .96 .96 .89 
Harming Friendships .82 .84 .75 
Physical Presence .79 .91 .71 
Indirect Involvement .85 .68 .75 
 

 Gender and age differences.  Gender and age differences in peer-reported BQ 

subscale scores were explored using a 2 (gender: male versus female) x 4 (age: 9, 10, 

11, and 12 years) MANOVA.  For this analysis, one participant who was aged below 9 

years and eight participants aged above 12 years were excluded. 

 With regard to the assumptions of the analysis, those of linearity and independence 

of observations were met.  In contrast, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity 

of variance/covariance were violated.  Although transformations were conducted to 

correct these problems, the results of the MANOVA were similar when transformed 

and untransformed data were used.  Consequently, for ease of interpretation, results 

based on the untransformed data are reported. 

 The MANOVA revealed a significant multivariate effect for gender, F(4, 327) = 

25.93, p < .001, partial η2 = .24.  At the univariate level12, this effect was significant 

for the BQ subscales of Direct Involvement, F(1, 330) = 13.99, p < .001, partial η2 = 

.04, Physical Presence, F(1, 330) = 38.69, p < .001, partial η2 = .11, and Indirect 

                                                           
12 For these tests, a Bonferroni correction to the alpha level was made to control for Type I errors.  That 
is, for each of the dependent variables, an alpha of .0125 was employed.  This correction was applied to 
all other univariate tests reported in this section, unless otherwise stated. 
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Involvement, F(1, 330) = 17.66, p < .001, partial η2 = .05.  As shown in Table 5.13, for 

each subscale, males scored significantly higher than females. 

 

Table 5.13 

Means (and Standard Deviations) on the BQ for Gender and Age Categories 

 Age 

BQ subscales 9 10 11 12 Total 
Direct 
Involvement      

 Male  5.74 (4.72)ab 11.37 (5.80)ac 17.29 (8.52)bcd 11.30 (6.45)d 13.02 (7.78) 

 Female  8.88 (6.66)  7.36 (6.33)  9.03 (6.66)  8.22 (5.35)  8.30 (6.23) 

 Total  7.58 (6.06)a  9.44 (6.36)b 13.31 (8.70)abc  9.60 (6.03)c 10.62 (7.41) 

      
Harming 
Friendships      

 Male    .79   (.96)a  1.13   (.98)b  2.07 (1.94)abc    .90   (.97)c  1.39 (1.49) 

 Female  2.25 (1.84)a  1.36 (1.46)  1.38 (1.32)  1.02 (1.20)a  1.38 (1.43) 

 Total  1.65 (1.69)  1.24 (1.24)a  1.73 (1.69)ab    .97 (1.10)b  1.39 (1.46) 

      

Physical 
Presence      

 Male  3.50 (1.66)  4.25 (1.77)  4.58 (2.01)  3.71 (1.62)  4.19 (1.84) 

 Female  2.98 (1.58)  2.64 (1.80)  2.49 (1.49)  2.71 (1.40)  2.65 (1.57) 

 Total  3.20 (1.61)  3.48 (1.95)  3.57 (2.06)  3.16 (1.57)  3.41 (1.88) 

      

Indirect 
Involvement      

 Male    .88 (1.10)a  3.10 (2.37)b  3.10 (2.37)abc  1.69 (1.60)c  2.06 (1.99) 

 Female  1.10 (1.39)    .83 (1.37)  1.10 (1.55)    .77 (1.17)    .93 (1.38) 

 Total  1.01 (1.26)a  1.17 (1.42)b  2.13 (2.25)abc  1.18 (1.45)c  1.49 (1.80) 

      

N       

 Male 14 56 60 36 166 

 Female 20 52 56 44 172 

 Total 34 108 116 80 338 
Note.  Post-hoc tests revealed means with the same subscript to differ significantly at p < .05 
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 A significant multivariate effect for age was also found, F(12, 987) = 6.49, p < 

.001, partial η2 = .07.  Follow-up univariate tests revealed significant effects for the 

subscales of Direct Involvement, F(3, 330) = 10.21, p < .001, partial η2 = .09, Harming 

Friendships, F(3, 330) = 5.07, p < .01, partial η2 = .04, and Indirect Involvement, F(3, 

330) = 8.69, p < .001, partial η2 = .07.  For each of these dependent variables, post-hoc 

tests were conducted to determine which ages differed (see Table 5.13).  These 

analyses revealed that for the Direct and Indirect Involvement subscales, 11-year-olds 

scored significantly above all other age groups.  For Harming Friendships, 11-year-

olds scored significantly higher than both 10- and 12-year-olds. 

 However, these effects were qualified by a significant gender x age interaction, 

F(12, 987) = 2.41, p < .01, partial η2 = .03.  At a univariate level, this was significant 

for the BQ subscales of Direct Involvement, F(3, 330) = 7.14, p < .001, partial η2 = 

.06, Harming Friendships, F(3, 330) = 5.63, p < .01, partial η2  = .05, and Indirect 

Involvement, F(3, 330) = 5.54, p < .01, partial η2 = .05.  To further investigate these 

univariate effects, follow-up analyses were conducted. 

 For the Direct Involvement subscale, simple effects analyses13 revealed males to 

score significantly higher than females at age 10, F(1, 330) = 9.46, p < .01, partial η2 = 

.03, age 11, F(1, 330) = 47.20, p < .001, partial η2 = .13, and age 12, F(1, 330) = 4.84, 

p < .05, partial η2 = .01.  No significant difference was found among 9-year-olds, F(1, 

330) = .75, ns, partial η2 = .002.  Further, when males and females were considered 

separately, a significant age effect was found for males only, F(3, 330) = 25.08, p < 

.001, partial η2 = .19.  As shown in Table 5.13, post-hoc analyses revealed 10- and 11-

year-olds to display significantly more direct involvement in bullying than 9-year-olds.   

                                                           
13 An alpha level of .05 was utilised for all simple effects analyses reported in this section. 
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Eleven-year-olds also scored significantly higher than those aged 10 or 12. 

 For the Harming Friendships subscale, significant gender differences were found at 

ages 9, F(1, 330) = 9.89, p < .01, partial η2 = .03, and 11, F(1, 330) = 7.53, p < .01, 

partial η2 = .02, only.  Among 9-year-olds, females were more likely than males to 

harm others’ friendships, whereas the reverse was true among 11-year-olds.  When 

males and females were considered separately, significant age effects were also found 

for both males, F(3, 330) = 7.32, p < .001, partial η2 = .06, and females, F(3, 330) = 

3.36, p < .05, partial η2 = .03 (see Table 5.13).  Among males, 11-year-olds scored 

significantly higher than all other age groups.  In contrast, among females, the only 

significant difference occurred between 9- and 12-year olds, with the former scoring 

more highly than the latter.  

 Finally, for the dependent variable of Indirect Involvement, a pattern similar to that 

for Direct Involvement emerged.  Simple effects analyses revealed that males scored 

significantly higher than females among 10-year-olds, F(1, 330) = 4.08, p < .05, partial 

η2 = .01, 11-year-olds, F(1, 330) = 45.99, p < .001, partial η2 = .12, and 12-year-olds, 

F(1, 330) = 7.32, p < .01, partial η2 = .02.  No significant gender difference occurred at 

age 9, F(1, 330) = .01, ns, partial η2 = .000.  Further, a significant age effect was found 

for males only, F(3, 330) = 20.74, p < .001, partial η2 = .16.  Specifically, 11-year-olds 

were significantly more likely than any other age group to be indirectly involved in 

bullying (see Table 5.13). 

 5.6.2.2 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire   

 Confirmatory factor analysis.  As for the BQ, CFA was conducted to validate the 

factor structure of the PBQ.  The three-factor model, obtained in Stage 3, was tested to 

determine how well it fit the current data.  Average peer-ratings were calculated for the 

19 items retained in the three-factor model and used in the current analysis. 
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 Before conducting the CFA, the extent of missing data was investigated.  Only one 

case was found to have missing values and was subsequently excluded from the 

analysis, leaving an available sample of 350.  The normality of the data was also 

explored, with the distributions for all items found to be non-normal, meaning 

multivariate normality could not be assumed. 

 Therefore, maximum likelihood estimation was used, with both covariance and 

asymptotic covariance matrices produced in order for Satorra-Bentler’s chi-square to 

be calculated.  For the model tested, each item was forced to load onto the factor it was 

identified as belonging to in Stage 3.  No item was allowed to load on more than one 

factor and correlations between error terms were also not allowed.  However, all latent 

factors were allowed to covary.  The goodness-of-fit indices used to assess the fit of 

the model were identical to those described for the BQ. 

 Results revealed that all items loaded significantly (p < .05) on their specified factor 

and all factors significantly (p < .05) covaired (see Appendix I, Table I3 for 

unstandardised factor loadings and factor covariance matrix).  The Satorra-Bentler chi-

square was also significant, χ2(149) = 389.94, p < .001.  However, the relative chi-

square was calculated to be 2.62, falling below the acceptable value of 3.00 and 

suggesting an adequate level of fit.  Values for the remaining goodness-of-fit indices 

were: SRMR = .04, GFI = .86, NNFI = .98, and CFI = .98.  Three of these indices 

suggested the three-factor model was a good fit, although the GFI fell below 

acceptable levels. 

 Inspection of the modification indices revealed no items with cross-loadings, 

although they did suggest that the model could be improved by allowing a variety of 

error terms to covary.  However, such post-hoc alterations were not made. 



Bullying in Schools  195 

 The appropriateness of the three-factor model was further assessed by comparing it 

to two alternative models.  These were a two-factor model, in which the Rule-Breaking 

and Emotionality subscales were combined and the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale 

remained separate, and a single-factor model, in which all three factors were 

combined.  Table 5.14 shows the goodness-of-fit indices for these analyses.  Indices 

for the three-factor model are also included for ease of comparison. 

 

Table 5.14 

Goodness-of-Fit Indices for Alternative Peer-Rated PBQ Models  

 Goodness-of-Fit Statistics 

Model Satorra-Bentler 
χ2 df χ2/df SRMR GFI NNFI CFI 

3-factor 398.94 149 2.62 .04 .86 .98 .98 
2-factor 527.48 151 3.49 .05 .82 .97 .97 
1-factor 547.74 152 3.60 .05 .82 .97 .97 
 

 Initial comparison of these indices suggested the three-factor model was superior to 

both the single- and two-factor alternatives.  Chi-square difference tests supported this 

conclusion, showing the three-factor model to be a significantly better fit than both the 

two-factor model, Δχ2(2) = 128.54, p < .001, and single-factor model, Δχ2(3) = 148.80, 

p < .001. 

 Consequently, to determine whether the three-factor model was also a good fit for 

self- and teacher-reported scores, CFAs using the data from these sources were 

conducted.  For the self-reports, no cases contained missing data, ensuring an available 

sample of 351.  However, non-normal distributions again occurred for all items and 

hence multivariate normality could not be assumed.  As a result, maximum likelihood 

estimation, using both covariance and asymptotic covariance matrices, was again 

employed. 
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 Results revealed that all items loaded significantly (p < .05) on the specified factors 

and all factors significantly (p < .05) covaried (see Appendix I, Table I4 for 

unstandardised factor loadings and factor covariance matrix).  The Satorra-Bentler chi-

square was also significant, χ2(149) = 233.97, p < .001.  However, the relative chi-

square value of 1.57 fell well under the acceptable limit of 3.00.  Of the other 

goodness-of-fit indices, the SRMR (.06), NNFI (.95) and CFI (.96) indicated good fit, 

although the GFI (.86) again fell below acceptable levels. 

 Inspection of the modification indices revealed several items with cross-loadings 

(i.e., “has temper outbursts” and “brags and boasts” on the Rule-Breaking subscale; 

“disrupts others when they are trying to work”, “makes rude signs at adults”, and 

“brags and boasts” on the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale; “litters” on the Emotionality 

subscale).  Indices also suggested the fit of the model could be improved by allowing a 

number of error terms to covary. 

 Finally, with regard to teacher-reports, ratings of 98 students were obtained during 

Stage 4.  In combination with reports collected in Stage 3, a total sample of 210 was 

obtained.  Of these cases, 18 contained missing data.  Even after replacement of 

missing data14, it remained necessary to exclude six cases, leaving an available sample 

of 204.  Investigation of the distributions revealed all items to be non-normally 

distributed, meaning that, once again, the assumption of multivariate normality was not 

met.  Therefore, as with teacher-reports on the BQ, the lack of normality, coupled with 

the small sample, was problematic to the CFA.  As it was considered that the 

asymptotic covariance matrix could not be reliably estimated, and thus the Satorra-

                                                           
14 A mean-imputation strategy was used to deal with missing data, with the missing value replaced by 
the sample mean for the relevant item.  For the Rule-Breaking subscale, which consisted of 10 items, up 
to two missing values could be replaced.  For the shorter subscales of Pro-Social Behaviour and 
Emotionality, only one missing value on each subscale could be replaced. 
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Bentler chi-square correction for non-normality could not be computed, it was decided 

that CFA would not be conducted using this data. 

 Internal consistency.  To gain further information regarding the internal 

consistency of the PBQ subscales, Cronbach alpha coefficients were again calculated.  

Results using peer-, teacher-, and self-reported data are shown in Table 5.15.   

 

Table 5.15 

Cronbach Alpha Coefficients for the PBQ Subscales 

 Rater 
PBQ Subscales Peer Teacher Self 
Rule-Breaking .93 .93 .87 
Pro-Social Behaviour .61 .87 .33 
Emotionality .90 .92 .77 

 

 For the peer-report data, Cronbach alpha coefficients for both the Rule-Breaking 

and Emotionality subscales were high.  However, for the Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale, a value of .61 was obtained, somewhat lower than the value of .67 obtained 

in Stage 3.  For the teacher-reports, no such problem occurred, with all subscales 

displaying acceptable levels of internal consistency.  However, the self-report data 

showed a similar pattern to that of the peer-reports.  That is, acceptable levels of 

internal consistency were found for the subscales of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality, 

but not for that of Pro-Social Behaviour.   

 Consequently, as the self-report Pro-Social Behaviour subscale displayed very low 

internal consistency at both Stages 3 and 4, it was not included in any further analyses.  

The corresponding peer-report subscale, while having a Cronbach alpha value below 

the cut-off of .70, did not reach the same extreme low as the self-report subscale.  
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Therefore, it was retained for further analyses, although caution should be used when 

interpreting the results of these. 

 Gender and age differences.  To assess age and gender differences on the PBQ, 

peer-reported scores on each of the three subscales was analysed.  Although concerns 

have been raised regarding the reliability of the peer-reported Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale, it is important to note that the subscales of greatest interest to the current 

research were those assessing problem behaviours (i.e., the Rule-Breaking and 

Emotionality subscales).  Since peers were the preferred source of information 

regarding such behaviour (see Section 5.1.1), and peer-reports on these two subscales 

had proved reliable, it was decided that the exploration of gender and age differences 

would be based on this data source.  Peer-reports of pro-social behaviour were also 

included in the analysis, but caution should be used when interpreting the results for 

this variable. 

 A 2 (gender: male versus female) x 4 (age: 9, 10, 11, and 12 years) MANOVA was 

conducted to explore possible gender and age effects.  As for the corresponding 

analysis for the BQ, nine children aged outside the range of 9 to 12 years were 

excluded from the analysis. 

 With regard to the assumptions of the analysis, those of linearity, homogeneity of 

variance/covariance, and independence of observations were met.  In contrast, the 

assumption of normality was not.  Transformations were conducted to correct this 

problem.  However, the pattern of results obtained using the transformed and 

untransformed data was similar and thus, results based on the untransformed data are 

reported. 
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 The MANOVA revealed a significant multivariate effect for gender, F(3, 332) = 

6.76, p < .001, partial η2 = .06.  At a univariate level15, this effect was significant for 

the PBQ subscales of Rule-Breaking, F(1, 334) = 15.32, p < .001, partial η2 = .04, 

Emotionality, F(1, 334) = 7.36, p < .01, partial η2 = .02, and Pro-Social Behaviour, 

F(1, 334) = 16.77, p < .001, partial η2 = .05.  For the first two subscales, males scored 

significantly higher than females, whereas the reverse was true for the subscale 

measuring pro-social behaviour (see Table 5.16). 

 A significant multivariate effect for age was also found, F(9, 1002) = 2.19, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .02.  This effect reached significance for the subscales of Rule-Breaking, 

F(3, 334) = 3.80, p < .017, partial η2 = .033, and Emotionality, F(3, 334) = 3.53, p < 

.017, partial η2 = .03.  As shown in Table 5.16, post-hoc tests revealed 11-year-olds 

were significantly more likely than 10-year-olds to engage in rule-breaking behaviour.  

They were also significantly more likely than both 10- and 12-year-olds to display 

heightened emotionality. 

 These effects were qualified by a significant gender x age interaction, F(9, 1002) = 

2.88, p < .01, partial η2 = .03.  This was significant for the subscales of Rule-Breaking, 

F(3, 334) = 6.54, p < .001, partial η2 = .06, and Emotionality, F(3, 334) = 4.97, p < 

.01, partial η2 =  .04. 

 For the subscale of Rule-Breaking, simple effects analyses16 revealed males to 

score significantly above females at age 10, F(1, 334) = 14.03, p < .001, partial η2 = 

.04, age 11, F(1, 334) = 41.20, p < .001, partial η2 = .11, and age 12, F(1, 334) = 6.25, 

p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  No difference was found at age 9, F(1, 334) = 1.94, ns, partial 

                                                           
15 For these tests, a Bonferroni correction to the alpha level was applied.  That is, for each dependent 
variable, an alpha of .017 was employed.  This correction was applied to all other univariate tests 
reported in this section, unless otherwise stated. 
16 An alpha level of .05 was utilised for all simple effects analyses reported in this section. 
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η2 = .01.  Further, the effect of age was found to be significant for both males, F(3, 

334) = 15.23, p < .001, partial η2 = .12, and females, F(3, 334) = 6.21, p < .001, partial 

η2 = .05.  Post-hoc analyses (see Table 5.16) revealed 11-year-old males to engage in 

significantly more Rule-Breaking than 9- and 10-year-old males.  For females, the only 

significant difference was found to between 9- and 10-year-olds, with the younger 

group displaying more rule-breaking behaviour than the older group. 

 

Table 5.16 

Means (and Standard Deviations) on the PBQ for Gender and Age Categories 

 Age 

PBQ subscales 9 10 11 12 Total 

Rule-Breaking      

 Male  6.43 (3.28)a  9.38 (5.11)b 12.86 (6.58)ab  9.94 (6.04) 10.51 (6.06) 

 Female  9.20 (5.43)a  5.63 (4.33)a  6.69 (4.80)  7.03 (4.63)  6.74 (4.77) 

 Total  8.09 (4.83)  7.52 (5.08)a  9.88 (6.54)a  8.34 (5.47)  8.57 (5.74) 

      
Pro-Social 
Behaviour      

 Male  8.29 (1.67)  7.77 (1.53)  6.98 (1.47)  7.93 (1.65)  7.56 (1.60) 

 Female  8.41 (1.55)  8.55 (1.55)  8.51 (1.51)  8.59 (1.55)  8.53 (1.53) 

 Total  8.36 (1.57)  8.16 (1.58)  7.72 (1.67)  8.29 (1.62)  8.06 (1.63) 

      

Emotionality      

 Male  5.43 (4.15)a  7.32 (3.37)  8.98 (4.05)ab  6.36 (4.00)b  7.55 (3.98) 

 Female  7.13 (4.12)a  4.75 (3.02)a  5.79 (3.80)  5.60 (2.88)  5.58 (3.44) 

 Total  6.45 (4.16)  6.05 (3.44)a  7.44 (4.23)ab  5.94 (3.43)b  6.54 (3.84) 

      

N       

 Male 14 56 60 36 166 

 Female 21 55 56 44 176 

 Total 35 111 116 80 342 
Note.  Post-hoc tests revealed means with the same subscript to differ significantly at p < .05 
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 For the subscale of Emotionality, significant differences were found between males 

and females at ages 10, F(1, 334) = 13.88, p < .001, partial η2 = .04, and 11, F(1, 334) 

= 23.36, p < .001, partial η2 = .07, only.  For both age groups, males displayed more 

emotionality than females.  Significant age effects were also found for both males, F(3, 

334) = 10.81, p < .001, partial η2 = .09, and females, F(3, 334) = 4.77, p < .01, partial 

η2 = .04  Post-hoc tests (see Table 5.16) revealed that, among males, 11-year-olds 

scored significantly above 9- and 12-year-olds.  Among females, the only significant 

difference occurred between 9- and 10-year-olds, with the younger group displaying 

greater emotionality than the older groups.  

5.6.3 Discussion 

 The results of Stage 4 provided further evidence supporting the psychometric 

properties of the BQ and PBQ.  Specifically, the factor structure of each questionnaire 

was confirmed using peer- and self-reports.  Examination of Cronbach alpha values 

also typically supported the reliability of the scales.  In addition, gender and age 

differences in scores were found for both the BQ and PBQ subscales. 

 5.6.3.1 The Bullying Questionnaire 

 Confirmation of the BQ’s factor structure was obtained during Stage 4.  Utilising 

peer-reports, confirmatory factor analyses showed the four-factor model elicited during 

Stage 3 to be a good fit for the current data and to be superior to alternative five-, 

three-, two-, and single-factor models.  Additional support for the factor structure was 

revealed when self-reported data were analysed, with the four-factor model again 

shown to be an adequate fit.  Although attempts were also made to validate the factor 

structure utilising teacher-reports, the extent of missing data made this untenable and, 

consequently, further research is needed to achieve this goal.  Nevertheless, based on 

the results that were obtained, it appears that the four subscales of Direct Involvement, 
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Harming Friendships, Physical Presence, and Indirect Involvement adequately 

represent the underlying structure of the BQ. 

 The current stage also provided support for the reliability of the BQ’s four 

subscales.  As in Stage 3, an adequate level of internal consistency was found for each 

of the subscales when peer-reports were used.  The results for teacher-reports also 

replicated those from the previous stage, with Cronbach alpha values reaching the 

recommended cut-off of .70 (Nunnally, 1978) for all but the Indirect Involvement 

subscale.  In contrast, whereas the two self-reported subscales of Harming Friendships 

and Physical Presence were found to be somewhat unreliable in Stage 3, the current 

results revealed acceptable levels of reliability for all four subscales based on self-

reports.  However, if the findings from Stage 3 and 4 are considered together, they 

continue to suggest that peer-reports on the BQ are the most consistently reliable and 

thus, should be the preferred form of data collection. 

 Utilising peer-reports, gender and age differences on the BQ subscales were also 

explored.  For the Physical Presence subscale, only a significant effect for gender was 

found, with males being more likely than females to be present when bullying 

occurred.  This finding is consistent with previous studies that have shown males to be 

more likely than females to reinforce bullying (Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, 

Lappalainen, et al., 1998; Sutton & Smith, 1999).  In addition, the lack of age 

differences in behaviour is consistent with the non-significant relationship between age 

and reinforcing reported by Sutton and Smith.    

 For the remaining three subscales, which assessed more active involvement in 

bullying, both gender and age effects occurred.  As predicted, males were found to be 

more indirectly involved in bullying than females.  They were also more likely to be 
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directly involved.  In contrast, males and females were equally likely to bully others 

via the harming of friendships. 

 However, these gender effects were not consistent across all age groups.  For both 

the Direct and Indirect Involvement subscales, the gender difference only appeared 

from age 10 onwards, with males and females equally likely to be involved in bullying 

at age 9.  Although this suggests that gender differences in involvement in bullying 

only emerge with increasing age, it cannot be concluded that this is a developmental 

trend.  Since the present study involved a cross-sectional design, it is possible that the 

pattern is indicative of cohort effects (Menard, 1991), rather than developmental 

changes.  In addition, the effect for 9-year-olds should be treated with some caution, 

given the small number of male and female participants in this age group.  It may well 

be that, compared to the data obtained from the larger samples of older participants, 

the data from the 9-year-olds is less representative of the age group as a whole. 

 For the Harming Friendships subscale, although the main effect for gender was not 

significant, further analyses did reveal significant differences between males and 

females at ages 9 and 11.  Among 9-year-olds, females were found to bully via the 

harming of friendships to a greater extent than males.  Among 11-year-olds, the 

reverse was true.  These results were inconsistent with predictions and also 

contradicted Bjorkqvist et al.’s (1992) finding that females engage in more indirect 

aggression than males from age 11 onwards.  In part, these differing results might be 

due to the different types of behaviours assessed by the two studies.  That is, 

Bjorkqvist et al.’s study focussed on aggression, rather than bullying, and included a 

broader range of behaviours (e.g., gossiping and becoming friends with someone else 

as revenge) than the current study.  Thus, the present results might be specific to 

behaviours that are directly aimed at harming friendships. 
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 Even if this is the case, the findings that 11-year-old males are more likely than 11-

year-old females to harm others’ friendships remains surprising, given that when 

gender differences in relational bullying have been found in the past, it is generally 

females who engage in more of such behaviour (e.g., Borg, 1999; Mynard & Joseph, 

2000; Nansel et al., 2001; Rivers & Smith, 1994; Schafer et al., 2002; Smith & Sharp, 

1994; Whitney & Smith, 1993).  It does appear, however, that in the current study, the 

11-year-old males were particularly aggressive when compared to males of other ages, 

obtaining the highest scores on the Direct Involvement, Indirect Involvement, and 

Harming Friendships subscales.  The fact that these males also out-scored 11-year-old 

females on the Harming Friendships subscale might thus reflect their more general 

aggressive tendencies. 

 It is also of interest to note the age-related changes that occurred for males and 

females on the Direct Involvement, Indirect Involvement, and Harming Friendships 

subscales.  As mentioned above, for males, the 11-year-old cohort scored significantly 

above all other age groups on each of the subscales.  The only other difference found 

was between 9- and 10-year-olds on the Direct Involvement subscale, with the latter 

scoring more highly than the former.  In contrast, females’ involvement in each of the 

three forms of bullying remained relatively stable from age 9 to 12.  The only 

significant difference found was between 9- and 12-year-olds on the Harming 

Friendships subscale, with the younger group displaying more of such behaviour than 

the older group. 

 Although the stability of females’ scores is consistent with studies by Borg (1999) 

and Whitney and Smith (1993) that have also shown such an effect, the data for males 

is not.  Results for both males and females also conflict with previous findings that 

have shown either an increase (e.g., Solberg & Olweus, 2003) or decrease (e.g., Rigby, 
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1997) in bullying with age.  Given these contrasting results, it appears that further 

research in the area is required.  Specifically, longitudinal studies would be most 

useful in clarifying age-related changes in children’s bullying behaviour. 

 5.6.3.2 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

  Further evidence regarding the psychometric properties of the PBQ was also 

obtained during Stage 4.  In particular, support for the three-factor model elicited in 

Stage 3 was revealed.  Utilising peer-reports, the three-factor model was found to be an 

adequate fit and was superior to alternative two- and single-factor models.  Analysis of 

self-reported data also provided validation for the original model, revealing it to be a 

good fit.  Although an attempt was also made to determine the appropriateness of the 

model for teacher-reported data, the available sample size did not allow a reliable 

solution to be obtained and thus, further research is required to address this issue.  

However, the overall findings support the division of the PBQ into the three subscales 

of Rule-Breaking, Pro-Social Behaviour, and Emotionality. 

 The internal consistency of these subscales was also explored for peer-, teacher-, 

and self-reports.  For both the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales, adequate 

levels of internal consistency were found for each of the three sources.  In contrast, as 

was the case in Stage 3, only teacher-reports on the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale 

reached the recommended cut-off of .70 (Nunnally, 1978).  The Cronbach alpha for 

peer-reports fell just below this level, with self-reports being the least reliable of all. 

 Given that the PBQ was designed principally as a peer-report measure, the 

continuing low reliability of the peer-reported Pro-Social Behaviour subscale is of 

concern.  Thus, in the future, attempts to improve its internal consistency should be 

considered.  Since longer subscales are often more reliable than shorter ones (Graziano 



Bullying in Schools  206 

& Raulin, 2004), the addition of several relevant items to the Pro-Social Behaviour 

subscale might prove beneficial. 

 Nevertheless, for reasons outlined in Section 5.6.2.2, peer-reports were utilised to 

explore gender and age differences on the PBQ.  With regard to pro-social behaviour, 

gender, but not age, differences were found in children’s scores.  As expected, females 

were shown to engage in more pro-social behaviour than males, a result that is 

consistent with much previous research (e.g., Baldry & Farrington, 1998; Crick & 

Grotpeter, 1995; Egan & Perry, 1998; Hodges & Perry, 1999; Merrell, 1993; Schwartz, 

2000).  In contrast, while the lack of age-related changes in pro-social behaviour does 

find some support in the literature, it is inconsistent with other results that have shown 

either an increase or decrease in such behaviour with age (see Jackson and Tisak, 

2001, and Radke-Yarrow et al., 1983, for a review of these conflicting findings).  

Thus, it appears that further research is necessary before a definitive conclusion can be 

made regarding age differences in pro-social behaviour. 

 For the other PBQ subscales, those of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality, both gender 

and age effects were found.  For each subscale, males scored significantly higher than 

females, demonstrating their greater involvement in problem behaviours.  This finding 

is consistent with previous research that has typically shown males to display more 

externalising behaviour than females (e.g., Achenbach, 1991b; Achenbach et al., 1991; 

Baldry & Farrington, 2000; Egan & Perry, 1998; Hodges & Perry, 1999; Kim et al., 

1999; McDermott, 1996; McGee et al., 1992; Merrell, 1993; Salmivalli & Nieminen, 

2002; Schwartz, 2000). 

 It is important to note, however, that in the present study this gender difference only 

appeared among certain age groups.  For both the Rule-Breaking and Emotionality 

subscales, no gender difference was found at age 9.  Males and females were also 
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shown to display similar levels of emotionality at age 12.  Nevertheless, due to the 

current research design, it cannot be concluded that this pattern reflects developmental 

changes in gender differences.  Rather, given the cross-sectional nature of the study, 

cohort effects might have contributed to the results that were obtained (Menard, 1991).  

In order to further explore this possibility, studies that utilise a longitudinal design are 

required. 

 In addition to the findings presented above, the current study revealed a differing 

pattern of age-related changes for males and females on both the Rule-Breaking and 

Emotionality subscales.  Among females, involvement in both types of problem 

behaviours remained relatively stable across the ages.  The only significant differences 

found were between 9- and 10-year-olds, with the former scoring more highly than the 

latter on both subscales.  In contrast, when males were considered, the 11-year-old 

cohort appeared to display the most problem behaviours. 

 When comparing these results to those of previous studies, the pattern obtained for 

females does receive some support.  Specifically, McDermott (1996) also reported that 

the externalising behaviour of females remained stable with age.  However, for both 

males and females, the current findings conflict with other studies that suggest 

problem behaviours either increase (e.g., Achenbach et al., 1991; Stanger et al., 1997) 

or decrease (e.g., Keiley et al., 2000) with age.   Given these inconsistent results, future 

research is recommended to determine whether the age differences obtained for the 

Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales of the PBQ are robust.  

 5.6.3.3 Summary  

 Stage 4 provided additional support for the psychometric properties of the BQ and 

PBQ.  Specifically, evidence confirmed the appropriateness of the factor structures 

derived during Stage 3, with the four-factor model for the BQ and the three-factor 
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model for the PBQ shown to be a good fit for the current data.  With regard to 

reliability, the present results typically revealed adequate levels of internal consistency 

for the BQ.  The reliability of the PBQ’s Rule-Breaking and Emotionality subscales 

was also supported, although future efforts appear needed to improve the internal 

consistency of the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale.  In addition, gender and age 

differences in scores on both questionnaires were found during Stage 4.  However, the 

cross-sectional nature of the current research design limits the conclusions that can be 

drawn regarding these differences and therefore, further studies that employ a 

longitudinal design are recommended.  

5.7 General Conclusions 

 The main objective of Study 1 was to design two new questionnaires, one assessing 

bullying and the other problem behaviours.  With the development of the BQ and 

PBQ, this aim was achieved. 

 The BQ, which consists of four subscales assessing direct and indirect involvement 

in bullying, harming of friendships, and physical presence during bullying, was found 

to be both reliable and valid.  Specifically, the internal consistency of the subscales 

generally reached acceptable levels in both Stage 3 and 4, particularly when peer-

reports were utilised.  In addition, the pattern of associations found between peer-, 

teacher-, and self-reports on the BQ, as well as between subscales of the BQ and PRQ, 

supported the validity of the questionnaire. 

 For the PBQ, which consisted of Rule-Breaking, Emotionality, and Pro-Social 

Behaviour subscales, findings also typically endorsed the psychometric properties of 

the scale.  This was especially true for the subscales of Rule-Breaking and 

Emotionality, which consistently achieved acceptable levels of reliability for peer-, 

teacher-, and self-reports.  In contrast, attempts to increase the internal consistency of 
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the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale are required, given that only teacher-reports on this 

subscale reached the recommended level.  Support for the validity of the PBQ was also 

obtained during Study 1, via the exploration of inter-rater agreement and the 

associations between the PBQ and YSR. 

 Based on these results, it was concluded that both the BQ and PBQ were suitable 

for use in Study 2.  However, given that the focus of the second study was on bullying 

and problem behaviours, the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale of the PBQ was not 

required.  Instead, only the BQ and the two PBQ subscales of Rule-Breaking and 

Emotionality were utilised. 
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6.0 STUDY 2 – THE ROLE OF THE PEER-GROUP IN BULLYING: A 

NATURALISTIC STUDY 

 In recent years, an increasing number of studies have indicated that the peer group 

plays a critical role in the problem of childhood bullying (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998; 

Craig, Pepler, et al., 2000; Esplage et al., 2003; O’Connell et al., 1999; Salmivalli et 

al., 1997; Salmivalli et al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998).  O’Connell et 

al., for example, found that peers were onlookers, or actively joined in the bullying, in 

a majority of bullying episodes.  Salmivalli and colleagues have also reported that, in 

addition to the roles of bully and victim, peers may take on the roles of assistant, 

reinforcer, defender or outsider. 

 Despite this increased interest in the area, the studies conducted so far have been 

largely descriptive, lacking a theoretical basis to guide research efforts.  Consequently, 

the main objective of the current study was to investigate whether the application of 

SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and SCT (Turner et al., 1987) could enhance our 

understanding of childhood bullying.  Naturally formed friendship groups were utilised 

in this study, which explored within-group similarities in bullying and problem 

behaviours, as well as the relationship between bullying and group norms, group 

identification, and intra-group position. 

 With regard to within-group similarities, SCT proposes that people form groups by 

categorising themselves with similar others, and contrasting this against out-groups 

with which they differ (Turner et al., 1987).  Thus, it is likely that some degree of 

similarity is required for individuals to categorise themselves as members of a group.  

It follows that within-group similarities in bullying behaviour should be apparent.  

Since it is probable that children who bully display additional problem behaviours, 

significant intra-group homogeneity for these behaviours could also be expected.  
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Accordingly, the first two aims of the study were to 1) investigate the relationship 

between bullying and other problem behaviours and 2) determine the level of within-

group similarities in terms of these behaviours.  

 Previous research has found support for the proposition that bullying is associated 

with other problem behaviours, such as aggression (Pelligrini et al., 1999; Roland, 

2002a; Roland & Idsoe, 2001) and delinquency (Andershed et al., 2001; Baldry & 

Farrington, 2000; Berthold & Hoover, 2000; Bosworth et al., 1999; Esplage et al, 

2001; Nansel et al., 2001; Rigby & Cox, 1996).  The current study attempted to extend 

this research in several ways.  First, whereas past studies have utilised overall bullying 

scores, the current study assessed different types of involvement in bullying via the 

four BQ subscales (i.e., Direct Involvement in Bullying, Harming Friendships, 

Physical Presence, and Indirect Involvement in Bullying).  Second, while less severe 

anti-social behaviours often precede the development of delinquency (Patterson et al., 

1991; West & Farrington, 1973), it remains unclear as to whether such behaviours are 

associated with bullying.  The current study explored this issue, employing the two 

PBQ subscales of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality to measure problem behaviours.  

The first hypothesis examined was that scores on each of the four BQ subscales would 

be positively correlated with those obtained on the PBQ subscales of Rule-Breaking 

and Emotionality. 

 With regard to the second aim of the study, preliminary research by Pelligrini et al. 

(1999) and Esplage et al. (2003) has indicated that children who belong to the same 

friendship network show comparable levels of bullying.  Additional studies by 

Salmivalli and colleagues (Salmivalli et al., 1997; Salmivalli, Lappalainen et al., 1998) 

have also suggested that these similarities extend to other participant roles.  The 

current study attempted to build on these findings by exploring within-group 
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homogeneity across the four BQ subscales.  Use of the Harming Friendships subscale 

had particular significance because previous research has indicated that, within 

friendship dyads, similarities in indirect aggression are not apparent (Grotpeter & 

Crick, 1996).  Rather, the behaviour was directed from one friend toward the other.  

However, since the present research focussed on the wider friendship network, instead 

of dyads, intra-group similarities in relational bullying were expected.  Consequently, 

the second hypothesis proposed that significant within-group similarities would be 

found for each of the four BQ subscales, including Harming Friendships.     

 Previous research has also supported the prediction of within-group similarity in 

problem behaviours other than bullying.  Group members have been found to engage 

in comparable levels of aggression during childhood (e.g., Boivin & Vitaro, 1995; 

Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Estell et al., 2002; Kupersmidt et al, 1995; Poulin & Boivin, 

2000; Poulin et al., 1997) and delinquency during adolescence (e.g., Aseltine, 1995; 

Cohen, 1977: Dishion et al., 1995; Kandel, 1978a, 1978b; Rodgers et al., 1984; Tolson 

& Urberg, 1993).  Nevertheless, the studies involving pre-adolescents are limited by 

their sole focus on aggressive behaviour.  The current study therefore extended this 

research by exploring intra-group similarities on other problem behaviours.  

Specifically, the PBQ subscales of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality were used, with 

similarities on each subscale predicted.  

 The current research also sought to explore the impact of gender and age on within-

group similarities.  In the past, studies have revealed inconsistent results regarding the 

effects of these variables on similarities in aggression.  Several studies have found 

within-group homogeneity amongst children in Grade 4 and below (Cairns & Cairns, 

1994; Estell et al., 2002; Kupersmidt et al., 1995), whereas others have suggested that 

similarities do not appear until Grade 6 or 7, particularly among girls (Cairns et al., 
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1998; Xie et al., 1999).  Consequently, the present study further explored this issue in 

relation to both bullying and other problem behaviours.  Due to the previous 

conflicting results, no specific hypotheses were proposed.   

 In line with SCT and SIDT (Nesdale, 1999), it was also suggested that group norms 

would be related to children’s involvement in bullying.  Accordingly, the third aim of 

the current study was to determine whether children who belonged to groups with a 

norm for bullying engaged in more of such behaviour than members of groups without 

such a norm.   

 Research utilising adult participants has found that group norms are influential in 

determining behaviour.  In particular, studies by Jetten et al. (1996, 1997b) have 

shown that group members are more likely to discriminate against the out-group when 

norms prescribe discrimination, rather than fairness.  Preliminary studies focussing on 

children also highlight the importance of norms.  For example, Ojala and Nesdale 

(2004) found that when a group’s norm was bullying, children were more likely to be 

retained as a group member when they acted in accordance with the norm rather than 

against it.  Additional studies have also indicated that classroom norms supportive of 

aggression and bullying are associated with higher levels of these behaviours (Henry et 

al., 2000; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004).  Nevertheless, further research exploring the 

impact of friendship-group norms on bullying behaviour is required.  The current study 

focussed on this issue, predicting that children who belonged to friendship networks 

with a pro-bullying norm would display a greater involvement in bullying than those 

who belonged to groups with an anti-bullying norm. 

 The final aim of the current study was to investigate the influence of group 

identification, intra-group position, and the interaction of these variables, on bullying 

behaviour.  When considering group identification, SCT proposes that individuals who 
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are strongly committed to a group (i.e., high identifiers) should show more conformity 

to group norms than those who are less committed (i.e., low identifiers).  Research 

among adults has supported this proposition, finding high identifiers to be more likely 

to conform to group norms than low identifiers (e.g., Jetten, Postmes, et al., 2002; 

Jetten et al., 1997b; Terry & Hogg, 1996; Terry et al., 2000).  Studies utilising 

adolescent participants have also found identification to be relevant to the explanation 

of problem behaviours (Kiesner et al., 2002; Sussman et al., 1994; Sussman et al, 

2000; Sussman et al., 1999).  

 Despite these findings, little is known about the influence of group identification on 

the pre-adolescent population.  A single study by Nesdale et al. (in press), based on 

SIDT, found that, among children (aged 6 to 11 years), those who strongly identified 

with their group reported greater dislike for the out-group than did those who were low 

identifiers.  Although this result supports the contention that identification plays a role 

in determining children’s inter-group attitudes, further research regarding the relevance 

of group identification to bullying is required.  The current study focussed on this issue 

and hypothesised that, within groups with a norm for bullying, children’s involvement 

in bullying would increase as their level of group identification increased. 

 The relationship between intra-group position and bullying behaviour was also 

investigated in the present study.  Although past research utilising adults has shown 

that peripheral group members display more out-group derogation than prototypical 

members (Noel et al., 1995; Peres, 1971), these studies have utilised groups whose 

norms did not explicitly endorse such behaviour.  As a result, the prototypical position 

was not defined in terms of the level of out-group derogation displayed.  In contrast, 

the current study concentrated specifically on groups that supported bullying, meaning 

that prototypical members, by definition, would be expected to engage in greater 
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normative, or bullying, behaviour than peripheral members.  Accordingly, it was 

predicted that greater prototypicality would be associated with increased involvement 

in bullying. 

 Finally, the interaction between group identification and intra-group position was 

also explored.  Only a single study has previously focussed on this interaction, with 

Schmitt and Branscombe (2001) investigating its impact on in-group members’ 

evaluations of other in-group members.  The present study extended this research by 

exploring whether the interaction was also associated with children’s inter-group 

behaviour.  It was predicted that, among groups with a norm for bullying, level of 

identification would be related to peripheral members’ involvement in the problem.  

Specifically, highly identified peripheral group members were expected to increase the 

extent of their bullying in an effort to become more prototypical and thus display more 

of such behaviour than peripheral low identifiers.  In contrast, since prototypical 

members, by definition, engage in normative behaviour, the level of bullying displayed 

by prototypical high and low identifiers was not expected to differ. 

 In conclusion, the aims of the current study can be summarised as follows: 

1) to investigate the relationship between involvement in bullying and involvement in 

other problem behaviours, 

2) to determine the level of within-group similarity in terms of these behaviours, 

3) to identify groups with a norm for bullying and determine whether children who 

belonged to these groups engaged in more bullying than members of groups 

without such a norm, and   

4) to investigate whether group identification, intra-group position, and the interaction 

of these variables contributed to the explanation of bullying behaviour within 

groups that had a pro-bullying norm. 
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6.1 Method 

6.1.1 Participants 

 Three hundred and fifty-one students, who had previously taken part in Stage 4 of 

Study 1, participated in this study.  They were recruited from three schools in the 

South-East Queensland region and were enrolled in Grades 5 to 7, with one composite 

class of Grade 4 and 5 students also involved.  Of the 351 participants, 170 were male 

and 181 female.  They ranged in age from 8.92 years to 13.92 years (M = 11.22, SD = 

.97). 

6.1.2 Materials 

 6.1.2.1 The Bullying Questionnaire   

 The BQ had previously been completed by participants in Stage 4 of Study 1.  Of 

interest in the current study were the peer-report scores for the 23 items that made up 

the subscales of Direct Involvement in Bullying, Harming Friendships, Physical 

Presence and Indirect Involvement in Bullying.  Since each participant was rated on 

each item by three peers, using the scale 0 = never to 4 = always, an average peer-

report score was calculated for each item.  These scores were then summed to obtain 

the four subscale scores.  The ranges of possible scores for these subscales are: 0 to 52 

for Direct Bullying, 0 to 12 for Harming Friendships and Physical Presence, and 0 to16 

for Indirect Involvement. 

 6.1.2.2 The Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

 Students had also completed the PBQ during Stage 4 of Study 1.  For the current 

study, the peer-report scores for the 16 items making up the subscales of Rule-

Breaking and Emotionality were of interest.  The frequency with which each child 

engaged in these behaviours was rated by three peers on a scale from 0 = never to 4 = 

always.  An average peer-report score for each item was computed and the averages 
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summed to provide total subscale scores.  In addition, total subscale scores for self- 

and teacher-reports, also collected during Stage 4 of Study 1, were calculated.  Scores 

ranged from 0 to 40 on the Rule-Breaking subscale and 0 to 24 on the Emotionality 

subscale. 

 6.1.2.3 Social Network Assessment Measure 

 To determine children’s friendship groups, a Social Network Assessment Measure, 

based on that developed by Cairns et al. (1988) was used (see Appendix J for a copy of 

the measure).  This measure consisted of the following two questions:  

1) Are there people in your class who hang around together a lot? 

2) Are there any people in your class who do not have a group? 

 To answer these questions, participants were provided with a list of the names and 

code numbers of all students in their class.  For the question regarding who “hangs 

around together a lot”, participants listed the code numbers for the members of each 

group they identified in the space provided.  For the second question, participants 

listed the code numbers of students who did not have a group.  When answering these 

questions, if participants were not aware of another student’s group membership, they 

were not required to mention this student. 

 For each class, the responses from all participants in the class were analysed to 

determine a final set of social clusters.  This was done using a computer program 

developed by Leung (1994) that was based on the analytic procedure developed by 

Cairns, Perrin, and Cairns (1985).  This program first produces a co-occurrence matrix 

in which all students in the class are listed in both a row and column (see Appendix K 

for an example).  The values shown in the off-diagonal of the matrix indicate the 

number of times two students (i.e., those identified by the row and column) were listed 

as belonging to the same group.  The values on the diagonal show the total number of 
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times a participant was mentioned as belonging to any group.  Each column then 

represents an individual’s personal profile of co-occurrence with other students from 

their class.  By intercorrelating these columns, a correlational matrix is produced, with 

the correlation coefficients indicating the degree of similarity between the profiles of 

two students.  Larger correlations indicate greater similarities between the two 

personal profiles, suggesting two students belong to the same social cluster. 

 Previously, Cairns and Cairns (1994) recommended that participants be placed in 

the same cluster if a correlation coefficient above .40 was obtained.  Although this 

criterion was initially employed in the current study, this led to 17 participants (or 

4.8% of the sample) being identified as belonging to two social groups.  As later 

analyses required participants to be placed in one group only, in these cases an 

additional criterion was employed.  That is, an average correlation was calculated for 

each of the two groups they had been nominated as belonging to, with the participant 

placed in the group with which they had the higher average correlation. 

 Social Network Assessment Measures have been used frequently in past research 

and have been shown to be both reliable and valid.  For example, test-retest 

reliabilities, over a 3-week period, have indicated high stability (Cairns, Leung, 

Buchanan, & Cairns, 1995).  In addition, Cairns et al. (1985) found identified clusters 

to still be recognizable after a 1-year period.  They also reported that children and 

adolescents were more likely to interact with members of their own identified group 

than with members of other social clusters. 

 6.1.2.4 Measure of Social Group Constructs 

 This measure was developed for the present study and assessed three group 

constructs from social identity theory.  These were group norms, intra-group position 

and group identification (see Appendix L for a copy of the measure).  To complete this 
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form, participants required a list of the groups in their class, identified via the Social 

Network Assessment Measure.  This information was provided on a separate sheet of 

paper, with both the names and code numbers for each group’s members listed. 

 Group norms.  This section of the measure was completed for each of the groups 

that had been identified in the participant’s class.  To assess the norms of each group, 

participants were provided with a list of 15 behaviours that children might display.  

Ten items described involvement in bullying, with the remaining five being filler 

items.  The bullying items chosen were those that had the highest loadings on the four 

BQ factors, as determined by the exploratory factor analysis conducted in Study 1, 

Stage 3.  In particular, as the subscales of Direct and Indirect Involvement in Bullying 

were considered to be the most closely related to the construct of bullying, the three 

items with the highest factor loadings were chosen from each of these subscales.  For 

the subscales of Harming Friendships and Physical Presence, two items from each 

were selected (see Table 6.1 for all items).   

 To complete this measure, participants were required to consider each of the groups 

in their class separately.  For each item, they rated how happy the group would be if 

one of its members displayed the behaviour described  (1 = very happy to 5 = very 

unhappy). 

 A total score for each of the four subscales was then calculated for each of the 

groups.  First, an average score for the group on each bullying item was computed by 

adding the responses from all raters and dividing by the number of raters.  Responses 

from participants who belonged to the group in question were excluded from these 

calculations due to the possibility that group members would portray their group in a 

socially desirable way and consequently bias results.  Once the average for each item 

was determined, a total score was then computed by summing the item averages and 
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dividing by the number of items on that subscale.  An overall total could also be 

calculated by adding the average for all bullying items and dividing by 10.   

 

Table 6.1 

Items Selected to Assess Group Norms 

BQ Subscales Items 
Direct Involvement Joined in when someone was being teased or called nasty names 
 Made a nasty joke about another person 
 Passed on a rumour someone else had started 
  
Harming Friendships Tried to ruin another person’s friendship 
 Stopped being friends with a person, when someone else told them to 
  
Physical Presence Was there when someone was being ignored or left out 

 Was there when someone was being teased or called hurtful names, even if 
they didn’t join in 

  
Indirect Involvement Held onto someone who was being hit or kicked, so they couldn’t escape 
 Caught a person so that others could punch, hit or kick them 
 Made a nasty phone call to someone 
  
Filler items Spent the weekend studying 
 Helped a child who was upset 
 Joined a sporting team 
 Helped someone with their schoolwork 
 Did their homework 
 

 For all subscales, as well as the overall total, scores could range between 1 and 5.  

Lower scores indicated that the group displayed greater approval of bullying.  

Cronbach alpha coefficients showed each subscale to have an acceptable level of 

internal consistency, with values of .95 for Direct Involvement, .86 for Harming 

Friendships, .89 for Physical Presence, and .92 for Indirect Involvement.  The 

Cronbach alpha for the total scale was .97.  

 Intra-group position.  To assess intra-group position, a measure specific to this 

study was developed.  Participants again considered each group separately and were 
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asked to rate how similar each group member was to other members of the group.  The 

rating scales used ranged from 1 = not at all the same to 5 = almost exactly the same.  

An average intra-group position score for each participant was then calculated by 

summing the scores provided by each rater and dividing by the number of raters.  

Again, ratings made by members of the group in question were not included in these 

calculations.  The average intra-group position score for each participant could range 

from 1 to 5, with more prototypical members being those with the highest scores. 

 Group identification.  In the final section of the Measure of Social Group 

Constructs, a measure of group identification was obtained.  Participants were asked to 

consider the group they had been listed as belonging to and then rate four statements, 

adapted from Doosje et al. (1995).  These statements were: 

1) I am glad to be in the group I’m in 

2) I think of myself as a member of this group 

3) I feel strong ties to my group 

4) Being a member of this group is important to me 

Each statement was rated on a scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly 

agree.  A total group identification score was then obtained by summing the scores for 

each item, with possible scores ranging from 4 to 20.  Higher scores on this scale 

indicated greater group identification.  The Cronbach alpha for this scale was .91, 

indicating a high level of internal consistency. 

6.1.3 Procedure   

 Participants had previously completed the BQ and PBQ during Stage 4 of Study 1.  

Therefore, this section outlines the procedure for the group-administration of the 

Social Network Assessment Measure and the Measure of Social Group Constructs.  

Both questionnaires were administered by the researcher in a classroom setting. 
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 To complete the Social Network Assessment Measure, participants were provided 

with a copy of the questionnaire booklet as well as a list of the names and code 

numbers of all students in their class.  Participants were initially required to complete 

the demographic details asked for on the front page of the booklet.  They were then 

told that, to complete this form, they needed to think about which children in their 

class “hung out” together.  It was explained that they should list the code numbers for 

the members of each group they could think of in the boxes provided.  If they belonged 

to a group, they were asked to include their own code number as well.  Although 

enough space was provided for participants to list eight groups, they were informed 

that they did not have to identify this many groups.  If they could identify more than 

eight groups, they were asked to list the additional groups on the bottom of the form.  

It was also explained that the final question in the booklet asked participants to list the 

code numbers of any students who did not have a group.  The measure took 

approximately 10 minutes to complete. 

 Once all participants from a class had completed the Social Network Assessment 

Measure, responses were analysed and the social groups in that class identified.  The 

Measure of Social Group Constructs was then produced to reflect the group 

membership in the class.  As it was recognised that friendship groups would change 

over time, efforts were made to minimise the time that elapsed between the 

administration of the Social Network Assessment and Social Group Constructs 

measures, with this pair of measures administered within 4 weeks for all classes.

 To complete the Measure of Social Group Constructs, participants needed the 

questionnaire booklet as well as a list of names and code numbers that outlined the 

groups identified in their class.  They were asked to read the list carefully, making sure 

they knew who was in each group.  Using the first group listed as an example, the 
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questions regarding group norms and intra-group position were then explained.  It was 

also explained that the procedure used to complete answers for the first group needed 

to be repeated for all other groups on their list.  Next, the questions regarding group 

identification were explained, with participants asked to think specifically about the 

group they were listed as belonging to when answering these questions.  Finally, the 

researcher emphasised that there were no right or wrong answers and that children 

should work quietly and not share their responses.  It was also explained that all 

answers were confidential.  The Measure of Social Group Constructs took 

approximately 30 minutes to complete.  

6.2 Results 

6.2.1 The Relationship between Bullying and Other Problem Behaviours   

 To determine whether children who were more involved in bullying were also more 

likely to engage in other problem behaviours, correlational analyses were conducted.  

Initially, bivariate correlations between peer-report scores on the BQ subscales and 

peer-report scores on the PBQ subscales were computed.  However, it was recognised 

that these correlations might be inflated due to common method variance (i.e., utilising 

the same rater to obtain both BQ and PBQ subscale scores).  Consequently, additional 

analyses were conducted using peer-report scores on the BQ subscales, but self- and 

teacher-report17 scores on the PBQ subscales.  The results of these analyses are shown 

in Table 6.2. 

 These results indicate that peer-reported involvement in bullying, as measured by 

the four BQ subscales, is positively related to peer-reported Rule-Breaking and 

Emotionality.  The size of the coefficients suggests that these relationships are 

moderate to strong.  Using teacher- and self-reported PBQ scores, this pattern of 

                                                           
17 In total, teachers provided ratings for 98 of the 351 participants.  Therefore, analyses that utilise 
teacher-ratings are based on data from these 98 participants only. 
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correlations was replicated, although the strength of the relationships tended to be 

weaker.  Teacher-reports on the PBQ subscales displayed moderate correlations with 

most peer-report BQ subscale scores.  Whilst a majority of correlations using self-

report PBQ scores were also significant, the strength of these relationships was 

generally weak.  However, overall, these results suggest that children who have a 

greater involvement in bullying also engage in a higher level of other problem 

behaviours.  

 

Table 6.2 

Correlations between Peer-Reported BQ Scores and Peer-, Teacher-, and Self-

Reported PBQ scores 

 PBQ subscales 

 Rule-Breaking Emotionality 

BQ subscales Peer Teacher Self Peer Teacher Self 

Direct 
 Involvement .79***  .55***  .39*** .72***  .50***  .28*** 

Harming 
 Friendships .60***  .33**  .13* .58***  .24*  .09 

Physical 
 Presence .66***  .44***   .27*** .55***  .39***  .15** 

Indirect 
 Involvement .71***  .43***   .30*** .65***  .34**   .23*** 

* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001   
 

 

6.2.2 Intra-Group Similarities in Bullying and Problem Behaviours   

 The extent of group members’ similarity in terms of bullying and problem 

behaviours was investigated using intraclass correlation coefficients.  In particular, 

coefficients were calculated for the peer-reported BQ and PBQ subscale scores.  The 
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significance of the coefficients was determined using ANOVAs, where the 

independent variable was group membership and the dependent variable the BQ and 

PBQ subscale scores.  In total, 105 groups had been identified via the Social Network 

Assessment Measure and were available for use in the analyses.  However, it was 

decided that only groups with 60% or more of their members participating in the 

research would be included in the analyses.  Groups with fewer than 60% of members 

participating were not considered adequately represented and thus conclusions about 

their within-group similarity might be misleading.  This criterion led to 57 groups 

being included in analyses involving the BQ and 58 for the analyses involving the 

PBQ.18  For these groups, the average percentage of members participating in the 

research was 77.81% for the BQ and 78.20% for the PBQ.  The groups ranged in size 

from 2 to 12 members and all but one consisted of same-gender members. 

 Using these groups, intraclass correlation coefficients for each of the BQ and PBQ 

subscales were calculated (see Table 6.3).  Significant within-group similarities were 

found for all BQ and PBQ subscales.  The greatest similarities were on the BQ 

subscales of Direct Involvement, Physical Presence, and Indirect Involvement.  Group 

members displayed the least similarity on the Harming Friendships subscale. 

 Analyses were then conducted to determine whether the degree of within-group 

similarity differed across age and gender.  To do this, the groups were separated into 

male and female groups, with the one mixed-gender group excluded from the analyses.  

To investigate the effect of age, the groups were separated into those containing 

participants in Grades 4 and 5 and those containing participants in Grades 6 and 7.  

The results of these analyses are also shown in Table 6.3.   

                                                           
18 The differing number of groups included in the analyses for the BQ and PBQ occurred because of 
missing data.  That is, one group had data available for three of its four members on the PBQ, but for 
only two of the four on the BQ.  Subsequently, this group was excluded from the analyses involving the 
BQ. 



Bullying in Schools  226 

Table 6.3 

Intraclass Correlation Coefficients for the BQ and PBQ Subscales 

  Male Female 
 Total Grade 

4 & 5 
Grade 
6 & 7 

Grade 
4 & 5 

Grade 
6 & 7 

BQ       
 Direct  
  Involvement  .37*** .21  .27**  .29*  .13 

 Harming  
  Friendships  .10* .01  .10  .29* -a

 Physical Presence  .38*** .17  .27**  .23*  .28** 

 Indirect  
  Involvement  .35*** .14  .24**  .38**  .18* 

      

PBQ      

 Rule-Breaking  .27*** .15   .16*  .24*  .18 

 Emotionality  .23*** .15  .21*  .26*  .05 

      

N 234b 46 68 49 68 
a The intraclass correlation coefficient was not meaningful when the between-group difference was 
smaller than the within-group difference. 
b For analyses involving the BQ subscales, the sample consisted of 234 participants.  The one exception 
was for the subscale of Indirect Involvement, with missing data for one participant reducing the sample 
to 233.  For the PBQ subscales, the inclusion of an additional group increased the available sample size 
to 239. 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001  
 
 

 For the males, the younger groups did not display significant within-group 

similarity on the BQ or PBQ subscales.  In contrast, the Grade 6 and 7 male groups 

were significantly similar on three of the BQ subscales and on the two PBQ subscales. 

 For females, members of the younger groups displayed significant within-group 

similarities on all BQ and PBQ subscales.  For the older female groups, only two 

intraclass correlation coefficients were significant.  These were for the BQ subscales of 

Physical Presence and Indirect Involvement. 
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6.2.3 The Selection and Description of Groups with a Norm for Bullying   

 The third aim of this study was to identify groups with a norm for bullying and 

subsequently determine whether these groups engaged in greater bullying than 

members of groups without such a norm.  To achieve the first part of this aim, the 

scores obtained by each group via the group norm assessment were explored.  If 

groups received an average score below the scale midpoint of 3.0 on two or more of 

the group norm subscales, they were considered to have a norm for bullying.  This 

procedure led to 15 of the 105 groups being identified as having such a norm.  In total, 

53 participants belonged to these groups.  Of these, 49 were male and only 4 were 

female.  The average age of these participants was 11.65 years (SD = .83).   

 In order to compare the bullying behaviour of these groups to that of groups without 

a norm for bullying, groups that didn’t approve of bullying also had to be selected.  To 

do this, the 15 groups with the highest total score on the group norm section of the 

Measure of Social Group Constructs were chosen.  These groups consisted of 46 

participants, of which 15 were male and 31 female.  The average age of these 

participants was 10.11 (SD = .62).  The mean group norm score for these groups was 

4.29 (SD = .06), compared to a mean group norm score of 2.75 (SD = .27) for the 15 

pro-bullying groups, t(15.55) = -21.25, p < .001. 

 To compare the bullying behaviour of children in groups with and without a norm 

for bullying, a two-group MANCOVA was conducted.  Two covariates, age and 

gender, were initially included because the groups differed on these variables.  Males 

were found to be over-represented and females under-represented in the groups with a 

norm for bullying, χ2(1) = 38.59, p < .001.  Members of the groups with a norm for 

bullying were also significantly older than members of groups without such a norm, 

t(97) = 10.35, p < .001.  However, when the MANCOVA was conducted, gender was 
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not a significant covariate and was subsequently removed from the analysis.  Age 

remained, with the dependent variables being the four BQ subscales. 

 With regard to the assumptions of the analysis, those of homogeneity of regression 

and reliability of the covariate were met.  Similarly, the assumption of linearity was 

met, with multicollinearity not reaching problematic levels.  In contrast, the 

assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance/covariance were violated, with 

transformations required to correct these problems.  However, since MANCOVA 

results obtained using transformed data were identical to those obtained using 

untransformed data, results based on the latter are reported. 

 Results of the MANCOVA showed age to be a significant covariate, F(4, 91) = 

5.12, p < .01, partial η2 = .18.  In addition, the multivariate effect for group norm was 

significant, F(4, 91) = 23.76, p < .001, partial η2 = .51.  At the univariate level19, 

children who belonged to a group with a norm for bullying were found to differ from 

those belonging to a group without such a norm on all four BQ subscales: Direct 

Involvement in Bullying, F(1, 94) = 50.54, p < .001, partial η2 = .35; Harming 

Friendships, F(1, 94) = 6.60, p < .0125, partial η2 = .07; Physical Presence, F(1, 94) = 

57.26, p < .001, partial η2 = .38; Indirect Involvement in Bullying, F(1, 94) = 32.71, p 

< .001, partial η2 = .26.  A comparison of the means (see Table 6.4) revealed that, as 

expected, children belonging to groups that approved of bullying engaged in greater 

levels of such behaviour than children belonging to groups that did not approve. 

 

                                                           
19 For these tests, a Bonferroni correction to the alpha level was made to control for Type 1 errors.  That 
is, for each of the dependent variables, an alpha of .0125 was employed. 
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Table 6.4 

Mean BQ Subscale Scores (and Standard Deviations) for Children Belonging to 

Friendship Groups With and Without a Norm for Bullying 

 Group norm 
BQ subscale Approves of bulling Disapproves of bullying 
Direct Involvement 18.54 (7.56) 5.56 (5.07) 
Harming Friendships   1.85 (1.61) 1.11 (1.43) 
Physical Presence   5.17 (1.86) 2.54 (1.35) 
Indirect Involvement   3.28 (2.16)  .33   (.52) 
 

 

6.2.4 The Influence of Group Identification and Intra-Group Position on Bullying 

Behaviour   

 For the groups that had a norm for bullying, the influence of group identification 

and intra-group position on members’ bullying behaviour was explored via 

hierarchical regression.  Four separate analyses were conducted, with the dependent 

variables being the four BQ subscales.  In each analysis, gender and age were 

controlled for by entering these variables on the first step.  On the second step, group 

identification and intra-group position were entered.  On the third and final step, an 

interaction term involving identification and intra-group position was entered.  To 

reduce multicollinearity, a problem that can occur when using an interaction term, 

scores for group identification, intra-group position, and the interaction term were 

centred prior to entry in the analysis (Jaccard & Turrisi, 2002). 

 Assumptions of the analysis were also assessed for each hierarchical regression.  In 

all cases, the assumption of linearity was met, with multicollinearity not reaching 

problematic levels.  The assumptions relating to the error terms (i.e., constant variance, 

independence, and normality) were also met.  For each regression model, outliers and 

influential scores were identified and are discussed further as each analysis is reported. 
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 The first regression analysis included Direct Involvement in Bullying as the 

dependent variable.  After being identified as an influential score, one case was 

removed from the analysis as it produced a significant negative relationship between 

group identification and the dependent variable at Step 2 that did not occur when the 

case was absent.  The removal of this case was further justified as the participant had a 

very low identification score when compared to other participants. Subsequently, the 

final analysis was based on data from 52 children.  Results are shown in Table 6.5. 

 

Table 6.5 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Intra-Group Position and Group Identification 

Predicting Direct Involvement in Bullying 

Step Variables entered R2 ΔR2 B (SE)  β sr2

1 Gender  .00  .00  -.01 (4.03)  .00 .000 
 Age    -.10 (1.31)  -.01 .000 
       
2 Gender  .26**   .26**  -4.35 (3.74)  -.16 .021 
 Age    .72 (1.17)  .08 .006 
 Intra-group position    6.34 (1.67)  .50*** .228 
 Group identification    -.69   (.37)  -.24 .054 
       
3 Gender  .26*  .003  -4.16 (3.80)  -.15 .019 
 Age      .72 (1.18)  .08 .006 
 Intra-group position    6.54 (1.75)  .52** .224 
 Group identification    -.63   (.40)  -.22 .041 

 Intra-group position x 
 Group identification     .17   (.42)  .06 .003 

* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001  
 
 

 Overall, the model was significant, F(5, 46) = 3.21, p < .05, explaining 25.9% of the 

variance in Direct Involvement in Bullying.  At the first step, age and gender did not 

contribute significantly, F(2, 49) = .003, ns, whereas the addition of intra-group 
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position and group identification (Step 2) did produce a significant increase in R2, F(2, 

47) = 8.07, p < .01.  In particular, intra-group position was found to be significantly 

related to Direct Involvement in Bullying, t(47) = 3.79, p < .001, with a squared semi-

partial correlation of .228.  That is, intra-group position explained 22.8% of the 

variance in the dependent variable, with children who are more prototypical engaging 

in higher levels of bullying.  On its own, group identification did not contribute 

significantly, t(47) = -1.85, ns.  The inclusion of the interaction term on the third step 

also did not produce a significant increase in R2, F(1, 46) = .17, ns. 

 For the second analysis, Harming Friendships was the dependent variable.  After 

identifying outliers and influential data points, the decision was made to remove two 

cases from the analysis.  The identification scores of these participants were 

substantially below those of the rest of the sample.  Further, case 729 again caused a 

significant negative effect of group identification at Step 2 that did not occur when the 

case was removed.  In addition, the individual removal of case 560 led to an increase 

in R2 of 4.3%, suggesting it was also having a disproportionate impact on the 

regression model.  Results of the final analysis, based on data from 51 participants, are 

shown in Table 6.6. 

 The overall model was significant, F(5, 45) = 2.69, p < .05, accounting for 23.0% of 

the variance in Harming Friendships.  Gender and age, included in the first step, again 

did not contribute significantly, F(2, 48) = .52, ns.  After the second step, however, a 

significant increase in R2 of 20.8% was observed, F(2, 46) = 6.22, p < .01.  At this 

stage, intra-group position, but not group identification, was found to make a 

significant unique contribution to the prediction of the dependent variable, t(46) = 

3.31, p < .001, and t(46) = -.83, ns, respectively.  The squared semi-partial correlation 

indicated that intra-group position explained 18.4% of the variance in Harming 
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Friendships.  In particular, group members displaying greater prototypicality more 

frequently engaged in behaviours aimed at hurting others’ friendships.  Lastly, the 

interaction of intra-group position and group identification did not add significantly to 

the model, F(1, 45) = .03, ns. 

 

Table 6.6 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Intra-Group Position and Group Identification 

Predicting Harming Friendships 

Step Variables entered R2 ΔR2 B (SE) β sr2

1 Gender  .02  .02  .80 (.83)  .14 .019 
 Age    -.07 (.27)  -.04 .001 
       
2 Gender   .23*   .21**  .07 (.79)  .01 .000 
 Age    .07 (.25)  .04 .001 
 Intra-group position    1.32 (.40)  .45** .184 
 Group identification    -.07 (.09)  -.11 .011 
       
3 Gender   .23*  .00  .10 (.81)  .02 .000 

 Age    .07 (.25)  .04 .001 
 Intra-group position    1.30 (.42)  .44** .161 
 Group identification    -.08 (.10)  -.12 .012 

 Intra-group position x 
 Group identification 

   -.03 (.19)  .03 .001 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001   
 
 

 For the third regression analysis, Physical Presence was included as the dependent 

variable. All data points were retained in this analysis.  Table 6.7 shows the results.   

 Overall, the model was not significant, F(5, 47) = 1.61, ns, and the inclusion of 

variables at Step 1, 2, and 3 did not produce significant increases in R2, F(2, 50) = .95, 

ns, F(2, 48) = 1.15, ns, and F(1, 47) = 3.60, ns, respectively.  However, at Step 3, intra-

group position was found to contribute significantly to the prediction of Physical 
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Presence, t(47) = 2.22, p < .05.  The squared semi-partial correlation indicated that 

intra-group position explained 8.9% of the variance in the dependent variable, with 

more prototypical members more likely to be present when bullying occurred. 

 

Table 6.7 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Intra-Group Position and Group Identification 

Predicting Physical Presence 

Step Variables entered R2 ΔR2 B (SE) β sr2

1 Gender .04 .04   -.20   (.97)  -.03 .001 
 Age     -.43   (.31)  -.19 .036 
       
2 Gender .08 .04  -.63  (1.02)  -.09 .001 
 Age    -.37    (.32)  -.16 .026 
 Intra-group position      .64   (.43)  .23 .044 
 Group identification     -.05    (.09)  -.08 .006 
       
3 Gender .15 .07  -.39  (1.00)  -.06 .003 
 Age    -.32    (.31)  -.15 .020 
 Intra-group position    1.01   (.46)  .36* .089 
 Group identification    .04    (.10)  .06 .003 

 Intra-group position x 
 Group identification 

   .17    (.09)  .34 .066 
* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001  
 
 

 The final regression analysis included Indirect Involvement in Bullying as the 

dependent variable.  Two cases were again removed from the analysis after being 

identified as influential.  Case 729 was removed as it caused significant effects for 

group identification (at Step 2) and the interaction term that were not apparent when 

the case was removed.  The individual removal of case 560 produced an improvement 

in the total R2 value of 5.1%, indicating it was also having a disproportionate effect on 
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the results of the analysis.  Final results, using data from 51 participants, are shown in 

Table 6.8. 

 

Table 6.8 

Hierarchical Regression Analysis of Intra-Group Position and Group Identification 

Predicting Indirect Involvement in Bullying 

Step Variables entered R2 ΔR2 B (SE) β sr2

1 Gender .02 .02  .40 (1.11)  .05 .003 
 Age    .33 (.36)  .13 .017 
       
2 Gender  .19*  .17*  -.42 (1.09)  -.05 .003 
 Age    .49 (.34)   .20 .037 
 Intra-group position    1.61 (.55)    .41** .154 
 Group identification    -.06 (.12)  -.07 .004 
       
3 Gender  .22* .04  -.17 (1.09)  -.02 .000 
 Age    .52  (.34)  .21 .041 
 Intra-group position    1.35  (.57)  .34* .097 
 Group identification    -.11  (.13)  -.13 .014 

 Intra-group position x 
 Group identification    .38  (.26)  .21 .038 

* p < .05  ** p < .01 *** p < .001  
 
 

 Overall, the model was significant, F(5, 45) = 2.58, p < .05, accounting for 22.3% 

of the variance in Indirect Involvement in Bullying.  As with the other analyses, gender 

and age did not contribute significantly to the model, F(2, 48) = .46, ns.  However, a 

significant increase occurred at the second step, F(2, 46) = 4.68, p < .05.  Again, intra-

group position made a significant individual contribution, t(46) = 2.94, p < .01, 

whereas group identification did not, t(46) = -.50, ns.  The squared semi-partial 

correlation indicated that 15.4% of the variance in the dependent variable was 

explained by intra-group position, with more prototypical group members displaying 
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greater indirect involvement in bullying.  Finally, the addition of the interaction term 

did not significantly improve the model, F(1, 45) = 2.22, ns. 

6.3 Discussion 

 Since previous research has identified peers as being influential in childhood 

bullying (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Esplage et al., 2003; Salmivalli et al., 1996), the 

current study sought to further explore their part in the problem.  Specifically, the 

principal aim was to investigate whether a social identity perspective could assist in 

explaining the peer group’s role.  It was predicted that children who were involved in 

bullying would also engage in other problem behaviours, and that group members 

would display similar levels of these behaviours.  Additionally, group norms, group 

identification and intra-group position were expected to contribute to the explanation 

of bullying.   

 Overall, mixed support was found for these hypotheses.  In line with predictions, 

bullying and problem behaviours were shown to be related, with intra-group 

similarities in these behaviours also evident.  Children belonging to groups with a 

norm for bullying were found to display more of such behaviour than those belonging 

to groups with an anti-bullying norm.  Within pro-bullying groups, involvement in 

bullying was also found to increase as the prototypicality of the group member 

increased.  In contrast, the predicted effects for group identification and the interaction 

of group identification and intra-group position were not obtained.  Each of these 

findings is discussed further below. 

6.3.1 The Relationship between Bullying and Other Problem Behaviours 

 As hypothesised, the current study found a significant relationship between 

involvement in bullying and other problem behaviours.  In particular, when peer-

reports of both bullying and problem behaviours were utilised, moderate to strong 
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associations between each of the BQ and PBQ subscales were achieved.  Even when 

common method variance was eliminated (i.e., by using different sources to obtain BQ 

and PBQ scores) significant correlations remained.  Specifically, both teacher- and 

self-ratings of problem behaviours were shown to be associated with peer-ratings of 

bullying.  The one exception was the lack of a significant correlation between self-

rated emotionality and peer-rated harming of friendships. 

 Overall, the present results are consistent with previous studies that have found a 

link between bullying and other aggressive (e.g., Pelligrini et al., 1999; Roland 2002a; 

Roland & Idsoe, 2001) and delinquent behaviours (e.g., Andershed et al., 2001; Baldry 

& Farrington, 2000; Berthold & Hoover, 2000).  They also extend these findings in 

several important ways.  Whereas past studies have focussed on bullying in general 

(i.e., by using an overall bullying score), the current research concentrated on more 

specific types of involvement.  Consequently, the present findings indicate that 

children who are involved in bullying in any way, even if it is only by being present 

when bullying occurs, are likely to display additional anti-social behaviours. 

 The current study also centred on less severe problem behaviours than have 

typically been explored in the past.  Although previous research has indicated that 

milder problem behaviours precede delinquency (e.g., Patterson et al., 1991; West & 

Farrington, 1973), little attention has been given to whether these precursors are also 

associated with bullying.  The present findings indicate that there is indeed a 

relationship, with children involved in bullying also breaking other rules (e.g., going in 

areas that are out-of-bounds and making marks on desks) and displaying heightened 

emotionality (e.g., becoming angry easily and having temper tantrums).   

 These results have implications for the identification of children who bully.  Since 

research has shown that teachers may be unaware of the full extent of bullying that 
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occurs (e.g., Leff et al., 1999; O’Moore & Hillery, 1991; Rigby & Slee, 1991), these 

alternative problem behaviours could be used to assist teachers to identify children 

who might bully.  Appropriate interventions could then be introduced in an effort to 

prevent the continuation of bullying and other problem behaviours. 

6.3.2. Intra-Group Similarities in Bullying and Problem Behaviours 

 Based on SCT’s proposition that groups form so as to maximise within-group 

similarities and between group differences, it was hypothesised that children who 

belonged to the same group would display comparable levels of bullying and problem 

behaviours.  When all groups were considered, results supported this prediction, with 

significant intra-group homogeneity found for each of the BQ and PBQ subscales.  

These findings are in line with previous studies that have shown intra-group 

similarities in bullying (Esplage et al., 2003; Pelligrini et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 

1997; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998), as well as other aggressive (e.g., Boivin & 

Vitaro, 1995; Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Estell et al., 2002; Kupersmidt et al, 1995; Poulin 

& Boivin, 2000; Poulin et al., 1997) and delinquent behaviours (e.g., Aseltine, 1995; 

Cohen, 1977: Dishion et al., 1995; Kandel, 1978a, 1978b; Rodgers et al., 1984; Tolson 

& Urberg, 1993).  

 The current findings extend past research in a number of ways.  With regard to 

problem behaviours, previous studies utilising pre-adolescent samples have 

concentrated solely on similarities in aggression (e.g., Estell et al., 2002; Kupersmidt 

et al., 1995; Poulin & Boivin, 2000; Poulin et al., 1997).  As such, the present study 

adds to this body of research by finding significant intra-group homogeneity also exists 

for rule-breaking and emotionality.  Similarly, the current study’s focus on subtypes of 

bullying behaviour differs from that of previous research.  Whereas past results have 

shown within-group homogeneity to be apparent for general bullying behaviour (e.g., 
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Esplage et al., 2003; Pelligrini et al., 1999), the current research indicates that more 

specific similarities also exist.  That is, children belonging to the same group are 

comparable in terms of their direct and indirect involvement in bullying, their use of 

behaviours aimed at harming friendships, and the extent of their physical presence 

during bullying.   

 The finding of within-group similarities for the Harming Friendships subscale of the 

BQ deserves further discussion because it conflicts with the results from Grotpeter and 

Crick’s (1996) study.  They found that, within friendship dyads, similarities in indirect 

aggression were not apparent.  Rather, indirectly aggressive children directed such 

aggression toward their friend.  One possible explanation for these contrasting results 

relates to the breadth of friendships that were assessed.  Whereas Grotpeter and Crick 

focussed only on friendship dyads, the wider friendship network was considered in the 

current study.  At this broader level, it would seem that similarities in indirect bullying 

are apparent.  However, this explanation does not rule out the possibility that other in-

group members are the targets of indirect bullying.  Indeed, it might be that several 

group members join together in an attempt to hurt another member’s friendships.  

Additional research that identifies both victims and bullies is required to investigate 

this issue further. 

 As well as exploring overall intra-group similarities, the current study investigated 

whether the extent of homogeneity varied with age and gender of group members.  

Among males, results were found to differ between the younger and older age groups.  

Whereas no within-group similarities were found for boys in Grades 4 and 5, 

significant similarities were found for boys in Grades 6 and 7.  Specifically, group 

members displayed comparable levels of behaviour on all of the BQ and PBQ 

subscales, except that of Harming Friendships.   
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 Although the results for the older boys are consistent with SCT’s proposition 

regarding within-group similarities, those for the younger boys are not.  However, it is 

important to keep in mind that only a limited number of behaviours were assessed in 

the current study and it may be that, for younger boys, similarities on other variables 

occurred.  In line with this explanation, several authors (e.g., Cairns & Cairns, 1991, 

1994; Epstein, 1983) have argued that with increasing age, friendship selection 

becomes more exclusive and group boundaries become more clearly defined in terms 

of behaviours and values.   Whereas younger groups might be drawn together on the 

basis of external similarities (e.g., gender and race), additional behavioural similarities 

might be apparent among older groups.  

 However, despite the fact that this argument is consistent with the current findings 

for boys, it should be noted that previous research has found behavioural similarities in 

aggression among males in Grade 4 and below (Cairns & Cairns, 1994; Cairns et al., 

1988; Estell et al., 2002).  Indeed, the only other study that has not found intra-group 

homogeneity in aggression at a young age was conducted by Xie et al. (1999).  They 

found that, when self-reports of aggression were utilised, boys in Grades 4 and 5 did 

not display within-group similarities, whereas those in Grades 6 and 7 did.  However, 

similarities were apparent at the younger age when teacher-reports were used. 

 Also problematic for the explanation proposed above is the finding that, among 

female groups in the current study, the extent of within-group homogeneity did not 

increase with age.  Rather, the opposite appeared to occur.  Whereas groups in Grades 

4 and 5 displayed intra-group similarities on all BQ and PBQ subscales, among older 

groups, similarities were apparent for only two BQ subscales (i.e., Physical Presence 

and Indirect Involvement in Bullying).  These findings contradict previous studies of 

females’ aggression, which have shown the extent of intra-group similarity to either 
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remain constant (Cairns & Cairns, 1994) or increase with age (Cairns et al., 1988; Xie 

et al., 1999).  

 Thus, although the present study adds to research exploring age and gender 

differences in within-group similarities, the pattern of results conflicts with previous 

studies.  Whilst this may in part be due to differences in the behaviours assessed (i.e., 

general aggression in previous research versus bullying and problem behaviours in the 

current study), further research is required to clarify these results.  Such research 

should involve participants from a wide age range and assess a variety of behaviours.  

In this way, the within-group similarities that occur at different ages would be made 

clearer. 

6.3.3 The Influence of Group Norms on Bullying 

 Drawing on a social identity perspective, a relationship between group norms and 

bullying was expected.  Results supported this prediction, showing that children 

belonging to groups with a norm for bullying were more likely to be involved in the 

problem than those who belonged to groups with an anti-bullying norm.  This 

difference between pro- and anti-bullying groups occurred for each of the four BQ 

subscales. 

 These findings are consistent with propositions from both SCT and SIDT.  Since 

SCT argues that group norms express important aspects of a person’s social identity 

and group members are motivated to act in accordance with them, it follows that the 

members of groups that approve of bullying should engage in such behaviour.  Along 

similar lines, SIDT has proposed that children are more likely to display prejudice if it 

is considered normative by the in-group.  When applied to bullying, this proposition 

would again suggest that bullying is more likely when the group approves of such 

behaviour.  Thus, the current results add to the growing body of research supporting 
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SIDT, in addition to providing evidence of the relevance of a social identity 

perspective to bullying.   

 The current study also extends previous research that has explored the association 

between norms and children’s aggressive and bullying behaviours.  Whereas Henry et 

al. (2000) and Salmivalli and Voeten (2004) concentrated on classroom norms, the 

present study focussed more specifically on the norms of friendship groups.  This shift 

from classroom to peer group norms is important as children are likely to be most 

influenced by their closest friends (i.e., those with whom they form a group).  

Accordingly, even if the general classroom norm is anti-bullying, children might 

become involved in bullying if they think their friends will approve. 

 Despite this advance, the cross-sectional nature of the present study limits 

conclusions regarding causality.  Whilst it might be inferred that group norms 

influence group members’ behaviour, it is equally likely that the behaviour of group 

members influences the norms that are established.  Consequently, further research is 

needed to determine the exact nature of the relationship.  Using natural groups, such 

research would require a longitudinal design.  Alternatively, experimental studies 

could assist in clarifying the relationship via the manipulation of group norms.  

6.3.4 The Influence of Group Identification and Intra-Group Position on Bullying 

Behaviour 

 In the current study, mixed support for the hypotheses regarding group 

identification and intra-group position was found.  For each of the BQ subscales, 

neither group identification, nor the interaction of group identification and intra-group 

position, contributed significantly to the explanation of childhood bullying.  However, 

a significant effect for intra-group position was found for each subscale.  Consistent 
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with predictions, prototypical group members were more involved in bullying than 

those who were peripheral. 

 In attempting to understand why increased prototypicality was associated with 

increased bullying, it is important to keep in mind the norms of the groups that were 

being studied.  Past research that has shown peripheral members to engage in greater 

out-group derogation than prototypical members (Noel et al., 1995; Peres, 1971) has 

concentrated on groups whose norms do not explicitly endorse out-group derogation.  

By comparison, groups were selected for analysis in the current study precisely 

because they did have a norm for bullying.  Since the prototypical position is defined 

as the position that best represents what the in-group has in common, as well as the 

differences between the in- and out-group, prototypical members would be expected to 

engage in greater levels of normative (i.e., bullying) behaviour than peripheral 

members.  The results of the current study supported this argument.   

 In contrast, the current study failed to find support for the hypotheses regarding 

group identification and the group identification by intra-group position interaction.  It 

had been predicted that, within groups with a norm for bullying, high versus low 

identifiers would engage in more bullying behaviour.  Furthermore, whereas level of 

identification was not expected to influence prototypical group members’ involvement 

in bullying, high versus low identifiers were expected to engage in more bullying when 

they held a peripheral position within the group.  Results revealed that neither group 

identification nor the interaction of group identification and intra-group position 

contributed significantly to the explanation of bullying. 

 A number of possible reasons for these unexpected findings are possible.  It may 

well be that the restricted range of scores obtained when assessing identification 

contributed to the lack of significant findings regarding this variable.  Of the 53 
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participants who belonged to groups with pro-bullying norms, over 80% received a 

score of 16 or above on the identification scale (which had a possible range of 4 to 20), 

whereas only three scored below the mid-point of 12.  Furthermore, in three of the four 

analyses, either one or two of these low-scoring participants were removed because of 

their undue influence on the results.  Thus, the restricted range of scores might have 

reduced the study’s ability to detect a relationship between group identification and 

bullying.  In addition, the lack of low identifiers in the sample would likely have 

decreased the chances of finding a significant group identification by intra-group 

position interaction. 

 It is also possible that the scale utilised to assess group identification was not 

sensitive enough to detect differences in participants’ levels of identification.  

Although the measure used drew on an effective existing scale (Doosje et al., 1995), 

the original scale was developed for use with adults.  Efforts aimed at developing more 

sensitive measures that are applicable to children would seem to be warranted.  This 

could involve increasing the number of response options given to children or including 

additional items on the scale. 

 The cross-sectional design of the current study might also have failed to capture the 

dynamic nature of group interactions, a factor that might have contributed to the lack 

of significant findings regarding group identification and its interaction with intra-

group position.  Such an argument receives some support from the findings of a study 

conducted by Kiesner et al. (2002).  Using an adolescent sample, that study found a 

relationship between group identification and involvement in problem behaviour, but 

only when longitudinal data were analysed.  That is, when a participant’s initial level 

of identification was high, the peer group’s initial level of problem behaviour was 

influential in determining the individual’s problem behaviour 1 year later.  This 
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relationship was not apparent for low identifiers.  In contrast, when attempting to 

predict an individual’s initial level of problem behaviour (i.e., when cross-sectional 

data was used), the interaction of group identification and group problem behaviour 

was not significant.  These results suggest that longitudinal designs may be better able 

to assess the changing characteristics of friendship groups. 

 Furthermore, McClelland and Judd (1993) have argued that interaction effects are 

“extremely difficult to detect” (p. 376) in studies that employ a non-experimental 

design.  Thus, the use of natural groups in the current study might have contributed to 

the non-significant interaction between group identification and intra-group position.  

In order to overcome this limitation, experimental studies are required. 

 In view of these possible explanations, several suggestions for future research are 

proposed.  If naturalistic studies are to be conducted, a greater number of groups that 

have pro-bullying norms need to be recruited, in order to increase the number of low 

identifiers that participate.  As discussed previously, more sensitive measures of 

identification should also be employed.  By widening the range of group identification 

scores obtained, the impact of this variable on bullying behaviour will be more 

accurately assessed.  Furthermore, longitudinal designs are recommended for future 

naturalistic studies since this will allow the dynamic nature of groups to be captured.  

Finally, experimental studies are also advocated as they provide an alternative 

methodology for assessing the impact of group identification, intra-group position, and 

the interaction of these variables, on childhood bullying behaviour. 

6.3.5 Conclusions 

 The current study adds to the emerging picture of bullying as a group phenomenon.  

Moreover, the results provide considerable support for the value of applying a social 

identity perspective to the problem.  Consistent with SCT, the present study found that 
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children belonging to the same friendship network displayed comparable levels of 

involvement in bullying, as well as similarities in other problem behaviours.  

Additionally, group norms were shown to be related to bullying, with members of 

groups that approved of bullying displaying more of such behaviour than members of 

groups with an anti-bullying norm.  Prototypical members of bullying groups were 

also found to be more involved in bullying than peripheral members. 

 However, the findings also failed to provide support for several predictions drawn 

from SIT and SCT.  In particular, the lack of significant results regarding group 

identification and the group identification by intra-group position interaction was 

unexpected.  Although several explanations for these results have been proposed, 

further research is required to determine whether these explanations are viable. 

 In conclusion, the current study comprises an early but important investigation into 

the relevance of a social identity perspective to childhood bullying.  Further research is 

needed to replicate the current results and extend investigations in the area.  In order to 

achieve these goals, both longitudinal studies of natural friendship groups and 

experimental studies would be beneficial.  Accordingly, Chapter 7 describes an 

experimental study that was designed to further explore the influence of group norms, 

group identification, and intra-group position on children’s involvement in bullying.
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7.0 STUDY 3 – THE ROLE OF THE PEER-GROUP IN BULLYING: AN 

EXPERIMENTAL STUDY 

 The principal objective of the present study was to further investigate the effect of 

group norms, group identification, and intra-group position on childhood bullying 

behaviour.  In order to achieve this goal, an experimental design was employed.  

Group membership was established by asking children to pretend that they had been 

placed in a team for a drawing competition.  Group norms (helping versus bullying), 

group identification (high versus low) and intra-group position (prototypical versus 

peripheral) were subsequently manipulated experimentally. 

 The current study extended Study 2 in several important ways.  In particular, the 

use of an experimental design had a number of advantages over the non-experimental 

design utilised in Study 2.  First, it allowed the causal relationships between social 

identity constructs and bullying to be explored and, second, it improved the likelihood 

of detecting an interaction between group identification and intra-group position.  

Further, given that weaknesses in the assessment of identification were found in Study 

2, the current study provided an additional opportunity to investigate the association 

between this variable and bullying.   

 Drawing on a social identity perspective (Nesdale, 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 1979; 

Turner et al., 1987), several hypotheses were proposed.  Overall, these were similar to 

those presented in Study 2, and were as follows. 

1) Children were expected to conform to the norms of their group.  Specifically, it 

was predicted that children belonging to groups with a norm for bullying would be 

more likely to engage in bullying than children whose group norm advocated 

helping. 
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2) High identifiers were expected to show greater conformity to group norms than 

low identifiers.  As a result, when group norms endorsed bullying, children who 

identified highly with their group were expected to report a greater likelihood of 

bullying when compared to low identifiers.  The opposite pattern was predicted for 

children assigned to groups that endorsed helping behaviour. 

3) Intra-group position was also expected to influence children’s behaviour.  Since the 

prototypical position best represents what the group has in common, it was 

hypothesised that, within pro-bullying groups, prototypical group members would 

report a greater likelihood of bullying when compared to peripheral members.  The 

converse was predicted for the helping norm condition.  

4) The interaction of group identification and intra-group position was also expected 

to have a significant impact upon children’s behaviour.  Given that prototypical 

group members, by definition, conform to group norms, little difference was 

expected between low and high identifiers who held such a position.  In contrast, 

level of identification was expected to influence the behaviour of those on the 

periphery of the group.  For groups with a pro-bullying norm, it was hypothesised 

that peripheral high identifiers would be more likely than peripheral low identifiers 

to engage in bullying.  For peripheral members of helping groups, high identifiers 

were expected to report lower levels of bullying than would low identifiers.  In 

addition, the difference between prototypical and peripheral high identifiers in both 

the bullying and helping norm condition was explored.  Since highly identified 

peripheral members were expected to engage in normative behaviours in an effort 

to become more prototypical, it was of interest to determine whether the extent of 

their normative behaviour reached that of highly identified prototypical members. 
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7.1 Method 

7.1.1 Participants 

 The participants for this study were recruited from three schools in the South-East 

Queensland region.  In particular, students in Grades 5, 6, and 7 participated, with one 

composite class consisting of Grade 4 and 5 students also involved.  In total, there 

were 356 participants (172 males and 184 females), ranging in age from 8.92 years to 

13.67 years (M = 11.22 years, SD = .96). 

7.1.2 Materials 

 7.1.2.1 Stage 1 

 Drawing materials.  During Stage 1 of the study, students required a piece of A4 

paper, with a 15 x 20 cm square drawn in the centre.  In this square, participants were 

to draw their self-portrait and, consequently, drawing materials such as lead pencils, 

coloured pencils, erasers, and felt pens were also required. 

 7.1.2.2 Stage 2 

 Group assignment boards.  For the interviews that were to take place in Stage 2, 

group assignment boards were used.  These boards came in sets, with each set 

consisting of two pieces of cardboard, 26 x 84 cm in size.  One of the boards in each 

set was used to represent the in-group.  Following the procedure used by Nesdale and 

Flesser (2001), four self-portraits were attached to this board, with a blank space left in 

the centre for the self-portrait of the participant being interviewed.  The other board, 

which was used to represent the out-group, had five portraits attached to it. 

 The portraits that represented the in-group and out-group were selected from those 

produced in Stage 1.  Both sets of pictures were chosen from those provided by 

participants attending a different school to the child being interviewed.  This was done 

so participants did not recognise the in-group and out-group drawings, ensuring their 



Bullying in Schools  249 

attitudes towards the groups could not be influenced by knowledge of group members.  

All portraits chosen were of children of the same gender and in the same grade as the 

participant being interviewed. 

 To ensure that picture quality was not a confounding variable, it was necessary for 

the drawings used for the in-group and out-group to be of approximately equal quality.  

Consequently, two independent raters judged each drawing on a scale ranging from 0 = 

very bad to 4 = very good, with an average rating then calculated.  Drawings that were 

considered by both raters to be very good or very bad were not selected, as they were 

likely to have an undue influence on children’s attitudes towards the groups.  From 

those that remained, drawings were selected so that the average ratings calculated for 

the entire in-group and out-group both equalled 2.0 (i.e., the mid-point of the rating 

scale), or were within .25 of this score.   

 As three researchers were conducting interviews simultaneously for much of the 

data collection period, separate sets of group assignment boards were needed for each 

researcher.  Therefore, for each grade at each school, six sets of boards were required 

(i.e., one male and one female set for each researcher). 

 Scripts.  Each researcher also required a set of eight scripts.  In all of the scripts, an 

identical description of the in-group was initially provided (i.e., “Your team likes 

playing sport at school, but doesn’t really like taking tests.  Your team also likes 

hanging out with friends and doing things like going to the movies.”).  The remainder 

of the scripts then differed in terms of the information provided regarding the in-

group’s norms (helping or bullying), the intra-group position of the participant 

(prototypical or peripheral), and their level of identification with their group (high or 

low).  
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 With regard to group norms, the scripts describing a helping norm included the 

following statement:  

“Your team gets along well with other children, and they can often 

be very helpful.  They play different games and have a lot of fun.  

They ask other people to join their games and are also happy for 

others to join their group.  They never push or trip others, or take 

their things.” 

For the scripts that described the group as having a bullying norm, the following 

information was included:   

“Your team can get along well with other children, but they can 

often be a bit mean.  They make nasty jokes about others or tease 

them.  They also leave people out of their games and ignore them if 

they try to join their group.  Sometimes they push or trip others, or 

take their things and hide them.” 

 The scripts also differed in the information they contained regarding the intra-

group position of the participant.  For the prototypical condition, the script included 

the statement: 

“You’re very similar to the others in your team.  You have a lot in 

common, as you like the same things as them and behave in the same 

way as your team-mates.” 

In contrast, scripts relating to the peripheral condition included the following 

information:   

“You’re not very similar to the others in your team.  You do have 

some things in common, but you also like different things to them 

and you don’t always behave in the same way as your team-mates.” 
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 Finally, the scripts differed in terms of the information provided regarding level of 

group identification.  Scripts for the high identification condition included the 

statement: 

“From talking to you and your other team members, I think that you 

will make a very good team and that you will work well together.  I 

think that you will all feel good about being members of the [insert 

name] team.” 

This information was excluded from scripts for the low identification condition.  Such 

a manipulation of identification has previously been used successfully by Nesdale et 

al. (in press). 

 Subsequently, all possible combinations of the above information were used to 

produce the eight different scripts.  

 Questionnaire booklets and vignettes.  The questionnaire booklet used in Stage 2 

consisted of two main sections (see Appendix M for a copy of the booklet).  The first 

section included the manipulation check items, together with a practice item that 

related to whether the participant’s team liked playing sport at school.  The five 

manipulation check items related to the group’s norms (“My team is helpful to others” 

and “My team sometimes teases others, leaves them out of games, or takes their 

things”), the intra-group position of the participant (“I’m very similar to the others in 

my team” and “I behave in the same way as other members of my team”) and their 

level of group identification (“I am happy to be a member of my team).  All items 

were rated on a scale ranging from 1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly agree. 

 The second section of the questionnaire booklet consisted of five vignettes.  These 

described incidents on the day of the drawing competition that involved both the in-

group and out-group.  The purpose of these vignettes was to provide participants with 
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hypothetical situations in which bullying behaviour could occur.  The first vignette is 

provided as an example below: 

Today is the day of the drawing competition.  You arrive at the school 

where the competition is being held and find the other members of 

[colour] team.  You all sit down at the table you will be working at.  

Next to you is [other colour] team’s table.  No-one is there yet.  As the 

starting time for the competition gets closer, you see one of the 

members of [other colour] team arrive.  After sitting alone for a few 

minutes, the child from [other colour] team looks at your team and 

says ‘hello’.  

 Each vignette was accompanied by four items (i.e., 20 items in total).  For each 

vignette, one filler item assessed the likelihood that the participant would act in a pro-

social manner.  The other three items assessed the likelihood of different forms of 

bullying behaviour.  All items were rated on a scale from 1 = very unlikely to 7 = very 

likely that the participant would engage in the behaviour described.   

 In order to determine the factor structure underlying the 15 bullying items, 

principal components factor analysis was conducted.  This analysis revealed a two-

factor solution: the first consisted of eight items assessing direct bullying whereas the 

second factor consisted of five items assessing indirect bullying (see Appendix N for 

complete results of the factor analysis).  Scores on the relevant items were summed to 

provide total scores for the two subscales, with higher scores indicated a greater 

likelihood of engaging in bullying.  Possible scores ranged from 8 to 56 on the Direct 

Bullying subscale and 5 to 35 on the Indirect Bullying subscale.  Cronbach alpha 

values for the Direct and Indirect Bullying subscales were .93 and .80, respectively. 
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7.1.3 Procedure 

 7.1.3.1 Stage 1 

 In a class setting, participants were asked to draw a picture of themselves.  They 

were each given a piece of A4 paper that had a box drawn in the centre of it and asked 

to draw their picture within the box.  Participants were also informed that their 

drawing should be of their whole body, rather than just their face.  Once students had 

completed their drawings, the researcher collected them.  Participants were then told 

that, in the next few weeks, the researcher would return to the school and explain 

further the purpose of their drawing. 

 7.1.3.2 Stage 2 

 Initially, two independent raters judged the self-portraits produced by the 

participants.  Sets of pictures of equal quality were then formed to represent the in-

group and out-group.  The drawings were cut out and attached to the group assignment 

boards.   

 An interview, lasting between 10 and 15 minutes, was then carried out with each 

participant.  In total, seven trained researchers conducted the interviews, with either 

two or three researchers present on any given day.  Of the seven, five were completing 

postgraduate studies and two were finishing Honours degrees. 

 The principal researcher determined the order in which participants took part in the 

interview process.  That is, the names of participants were placed on a list in a random 

order, with the list then given to the classroom teacher.  The teacher sent participants 

to the appropriate researcher in the order stated.    

 To begin the interview, participants were asked to pretend that, on the basis of the 

drawing they had previously produced, they had been placed in a team with several 

children from other schools for an inter-team drawing competition.  Nesdale et al. (in 
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press), Nesdale and Flesser (2001), and Nesdale et al. (2003) have used this cover 

story in previous studies.   

 The researcher then showed the participant the group assignment board on which 

the four self-portraits of their “team-mates”, the in-group, were attached.  The 

participant was given their own picture and asked to attach this to the board.  Children 

were also asked to choose a colour to be the name of their team.  This was 

subsequently written on a small piece of paper and also attached to the board. 

 The second group of pictures, those of the out-group, was then revealed and 

participants informed that this was the group they would be competing against.  They 

were also told the name of the other group.  This was simply a colour that differed 

from the in-group name and was selected by the researcher at the time. 

 It was then explained to participants that the researcher was going to provide them 

with some more information about their team and that they should listen carefully.  

The script that had been randomly assigned to the participant, and included 

information regarding the manipulations of group norm, intra-group position, and 

group identification, was subsequently read aloud.  Children were then informed that 

they would be asked several questions about their group, to make sure they had been 

listening.  The manipulation check items, including the practice item, were then read to 

participants who circled their answer after each question. 

 Participants were then informed that the researcher would be reading them several 

stories about things that happened on the day of the drawing competition and that they 

would be asked several questions after each one.  In order to simulate real-life group 

conditions, in which group members are likely to be aware of the behaviour of other 

members, participants were also informed that when the experimenter saw the other 

team members, the participants’ responses would be shared with them.  The first 
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vignette was subsequently read out and participants asked how likely it was that they 

would engage in the four behaviours described.  Again, participants circled their 

answers on the rating scale provided.  This procedure was repeated for the remaining 

four vignettes. 

 When each participant had completed the questionnaire booklet, they were thanked 

for their involvement in the research and it was again emphasised that the activity had 

only been a pretence.  In an attempt to control for possible contamination between 

participants, they were asked not to discuss the activity with other students until 

everyone from their class had been interviewed.  Participants then returned to class and 

the next student was sent to the researcher.  The entire procedure was repeated until all 

participants had completed the interview.  

7.2 Results 

7.2.1 Manipulation checks   

 7.2.1.1. Group norms 

 To determine whether the group norm manipulation was successful, a 2 (group 

norm: helping versus bullying) x 2 (intra-group position: prototypical versus 

peripheral) x 2 (group identification: high versus low) MANOVA was conducted on 

participants’ scores on the two manipulation check items relating to group norms.  For 

this analysis, the assumptions of linearity and independence of observations were met.  

In contrast, the normality and homogeneity of variance/covariance assumptions were 

violated and transformations were subsequently conducted.  However, as the 

MANOVA results obtained using transformed data were identical to those obtained 

using untransformed data, results based on the latter are reported.  

 The MANOVA revealed two significant multivariate effects.  First, as expected, the 

main effect for group norm was significant, F(2, 347) = 200.91, p < .001, partial η2 = 
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.54.  Follow-up univariate tests, employing an adjusted alpha level of .025, showed 

that those in the helping condition (M = 6.36, SD = .78) were significantly more likely 

than those in the bullying condition (M = 4.41, SD = 1.66) to report that their group 

helped others, F(1, 348) = 202.56, p < .001, partial η2 = .37.  In contrast, those in the 

bullying condition (M = 4.77, SD = 1.76) were significantly more likely than those in 

the helping condition (M = 1.86, SD = 1.18) to report that their group bullied others, 

F(1, 348) = 336.52, p < .001, partial η2 = .49.  Second, a significant main effect for 

intra-group position was found, F(2, 347) = 3.06, p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  At the 

univariate level, this was significant for the helping manipulation check item only, F(1, 

348) = 5.60, p < .025, partial η2 =.02.  Prototypical members (M = 5.52, SD = 1.57) 

reported that their group was more helpful than did peripheral members (M = 5.24, SD 

= 1.65).  

 To ensure that any significant effects found for intra-group position in the 

subsequent MANOVA (see Section 7.2.3) were not due to differences in perceptions 

of group norms, a MANCOVA that included the helping manipulation check item as a 

covariate was also conducted.  This did not alter the pattern of effects involving intra-

group position and thus, any differences associated with this variable cannot be 

attributed to the differing views of group norms.    

 7.2.1.2 Intra-group position 

 To determine the success of the intra-group position manipulation, the two items 

assessing this variable were of interest.  Since participants’ scores on these items were 

significantly correlated (r = .79, p < .001), they were averaged and this composite 

intra-group position score used as the dependent variable in a 2 (group norm: helping 

versus bullying) x 2 (intra-group position: prototypical versus peripheral) x 2 (group 

identification: high versus low) ANOVA.  For this analysis, the assumption of 
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independence of observations was met, but those of normality and homogeneity of 

variance were not.  Subsequently, data were transformed, but as this led to ANOVA 

results similar to those obtained using untransformed data, the latter are reported. 

 As expected, the ANOVA revealed a significant main effect for intra-group 

position, F(1, 348) = 231.82, p < .001, partial η2 = .40, with participants in the 

prototypical condition (M = 5.79, SD = 1.19) perceiving themselves as more similar to 

the in-group than those in the peripheral condition (M = 3.72, SD = 1.48).  A 

significant main effect for group norm was also found, F(1, 348) = 28.36, p < .001, 

partial η2 = .08, with those in the helping condition (M = 5.09, SD = 1.63) reporting 

more similarity to the in-group than those in the bullying condition (M = 4.42, SD = 

1.70).  

 In order to determine whether the effects of group norms obtained in the 

subsequent MANOVA (see Section 7.2.3) were due to differences in intra-group 

position, a MANCOVA that included intra-group position as a covariate was also 

conducted.  Inclusion of this covariate did not alter the pattern of significant findings 

involving group norms, indicating that effects for this variable cannot be attributed to 

differences in intra-group position. 

 7.2.1.3 Group identification 

 To determine the success of the group identification manipulation, a 2 (group 

norm: helping versus bullying) x 2 (intra-group position: prototypical versus 

peripheral) x 2 (group identification: high versus low) ANOVA was conducted using 

the single identification item as the dependent variable.  With regard to the 

assumptions of this analysis, the assumption of independence of observations was met.  

In contrast, the assumptions of normality and homogeneity of variance were violated 

and subsequently, the data were transformed.  However, ANOVA results using the 
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transformed data were identical to the original results and therefore, those based on the 

untransformed data are reported. 

 The ANOVA revealed a significant effect for group identification, F(1, 347) = 

6.40, p < .05, partial η2 = .02, with those in the high identification condition (M = 6.24, 

SD = 1.02) reporting greater identification with the in-group than those in the low 

identification condition (M = 5.92, SD = 1.42).  A significant effect for group norm 

also occurred, F(1, 347) = 37.97, p < .001, partial η2 =.10, with those in the helping 

condition (M = 6.46, SD = .89) more strongly identifying with the in-group than those 

in the bullying condition (M = 5.70, SD = 1.42).  A significant effect for group 

position, F(1, 347) = 8.59, p < .01, partial η2 = .02, also revealed that prototypical 

group members (M = 6.25, SD = 1.11) identified more strongly than peripheral 

members (M = 5.90, SD = 1.35).  

 To ensure that any significant effects for group norm and intra-group position 

found in the subsequent MANOVA (see Section 7.2.3) were not the result of 

differences in group identification, a MANCOVA that included identification as a 

covariate was also conducted.  As the pattern of significant effects for group norms 

and intra-group position did not change, any differences associated with these 

variables are not due to differing levels of identification.   

7.2.2 Equality of the Groups   

 As research has previously shown age and gender to influence the likelihood of 

children engaging in bullying (e.g., Borg, 1999; Olweus, 1983; Rigby, 1997, 1998b; 

Whitney & Smith, 1993), analyses were conducted to ensure that the eight conditions 

to which the participants had been assigned were not significantly different in terms of 

these variables.  For these analyses, all relevant assumptions were met.  A one-way 

ANOVA revealed no significant difference in age across the eight groups, F(7, 348) = 
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.57, ns, partial η2 = .01.  Further, a chi-square analysis revealed no significant effect of 

gender across the conditions, χ2(7) = .36, ns. 

7.2.3 The Influence of Group Norms, Intra-Group Position, and Group Identification 

on Behaviour   

 A 2 (group norms: helping versus bullying) x 2 (intra-group position: prototypical 

versus peripheral) x 2 (group identification: high versus low) MANOVA was 

conducted on scores on the two dependent variables of direct and indirect bullying.  In 

terms of the relevant assumptions, those of linearity and independence of observations 

were met.  However, the assumptions of multivariate normality and homogeneity of 

variance/covariance were not.  Transformations corrected these problems, but as with 

previous analyses, MANOVA results using the transformed and untransformed data 

were similar.  Subsequently, for ease of interpretation, results based on the 

untransformed data are reported. 

 At a multivariate level, the MANOVA revealed a significant main effect for group 

norm, F(2, 347) = 26.94, p < .001, partial η2 = .13.  Follow-up univariate tests20 

indicated that this effect was significant for both direct, F(1, 348) = 36.98, p < .001, 

partial η2 = .10, and indirect bullying, F(1, 348) = 51.42, p < .001, partial η2 = .13.  

That is, those in the bullying norm condition were more likely than those in the helping 

norm condition to engage in direct (M = 18.05, SD = 9.10 and M = 13.32, SD = 5.05, 

respectively) and indirect bullying (M = 15.97, SD = 5.90 and M = 11.90, SD = 4.88, 

respectively).  

 The group norm x intra-group position interaction was also significant at the 

multivariate level, F(2, 347) = 3.34, p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  However, at a univariate 

                                                           
20 For these tests, a Bonferroni correction to the alpha level was made to control for Type 1 errors.  That 
is, for each of the dependent variables, an alpha of .025 was employed.  This correction was applied to 
all subsequent univariate tests, unless otherwise stated. 
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level, this interaction reached significance for the dependent variable of indirect 

bullying only, F(1, 348) = 6.51, p < .025, partial η2 = .02 (see Figure 7.1).  To explore 

the nature of this interaction, simple main effects analyses were conducted21.  For the 

helping norm condition, no significant difference between prototypical (M = 11.38, SD 

= 4.89) and peripheral members (M = 12.38, SD = 4.85) was found, F(1, 352) = 1.20, 

ns, partial η2 = .003.  In contrast, a significant effect was found for the bullying norm 

condition, F(1, 352) = 5.85, p < .05, partial η2 = .02, with prototypical members (M = 

16.89, SD = 6.50) more likely to indirectly bully the out-group than peripheral 

members (M = 15.01, SD = 5.07).  In addition, for both the prototypical and peripheral 

conditions, children assigned to the bullying norm condition were significantly more 

likely to indirectly bully the out-group than those assigned to the helping norm 

condition, F(1, 352) = 46.54, p < .001, partial η2 = .12, and F(1, 352) = 10.73, p < .01, 

partial η2 = .03, respectively.  
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 Figure 7.1.  The effect of group norm and intra-group position on indirect bullying. 

 

                                                           
21 An alpha level of .05 was utilised for all simple effects analyses reported. 
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 The MANOVA revealed no other significant effects.  In particular, contrary to 

expectations, no significant effects relating to group identification or the intra-group 

position x group identification interaction were found. 

7.2.4 Supplementary Analyses Exploring the Relationship Between Behaviour and 

Group Norms, Intra-Group Position, and Group Identification 

 Although there was evidence that the group identification manipulation was 

successful, the effect size was small (partial η2  = .02) when compared to those for the 

group norm and intra-group position manipulation checks (partial η2 = .54 and .40, 

respectively).  Therefore, to examine the possible effects of group identification more 

closely, a second analysis was conducted in which participants were classified as high 

and low identifiers based on a median split of identification scores, rather than on the 

original group identification manipulation.  This procedure resulted in 160 participants 

who strongly agreed with the manipulation check item being placed in the high 

identification condition (M = 7.00, SD = .00) and 19522 participants being placed in the 

low identification condition (M = 5.32, SD = 1.25).  Table 7.1 provides a further 

breakdown of the number of participants in each of the eight conditions, for both the 

original and supplementary analyses. 

 

                                                           
22 One of the 356 participants could not be placed in either the high or low identification condition.  For 
this participant, data for the relevant manipulation check item was missing and hence s/he was excluded 
from further analyses. 
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Table 7.1 

Number of Participants per Condition  

Condition Original 
analysis 

Supplementary 
analysis 

Helping, high identification, prototypical 44 56 

Helping, high identification, peripheral 44 48 

Helping, low identification, prototypical 42 30 

Helping, low identification, peripheral 47 43 

Bullying, high identification, prototypical 46 36 

Bullying, high identification, peripheral 44 20 

Bullying, low identification, prototypical 45 55 

Bullying, low identification, peripheral 44 67 
 

 The subsequent group norm x intra-group position x group identification 

MANOVA again revealed a significant main effect for group norm, F(2, 346) = 19.80, 

p < .001, partial η2 = .10.  At a univariate level, the effect was significant for both 

direct, F(1, 347) = 28.34, p < .001, partial η2 = .08, and indirect bullying, F(1, 347) = 

36.91, p < .001, partial η2 = .10.  That is, children assigned to the bullying condition 

were more likely than those assigned to the helping condition to engage in direct (M = 

18.10, SD = 9.11 and M = 13.32, SD = 5.05, respectively) and indirect bullying (M = 

15.98, SD = 5.91 and M = 11.90, SD = 4.88, respectively). 

 A significant multivariate main effect for group identification was also found, F(2, 

346) = 3.60, p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  Low identifiers (M = 17.04, SD = 7.41) were 

significantly more likely than high identifiers (M = 14.09, SD = 7.84) to directly bully 

members of the out-group, F(1, 347) = 5.55, p < .025, partial η2 = .02.  A similar 

pattern was found for indirect bullying, with low identifiers (M = 15.34, SD = 5.56) 

significantly more likely than high identifiers (M = 13.17, SD = 6.94) to engage in such 

behaviour, F(1, 347) = 5.10, p = .025, partial η2 = .01.  
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 However, these main effects were qualified by a significant group norm x group 

identification interaction, F(2, 346) = 4.37, p < .05, partial η2 = .03.  Univariate tests 

revealed significant effects for both of the dependent variables; direct bullying, F(1, 

347) = 7.93, p < .01, partial η2 = .02, and indirect bullying, F(1, 347) = 6.59, p < .025, 

partial η2 = .02.  To explore the nature of these interactions, separate simple main 

effects analyses were subsequently conducted for these variables. 

 For the dependent variable of direct bullying, analyses revealed that, when the 

group norm was helping, high identifiers (M = 11.57, SD = 4.22) were significantly 

less likely than low identifiers (M = 15.81, SD = 5.12) to directly bully the out-group, 

F(1, 351) = 21.05, p < .001, partial η2 = .06.  In contrast, although high identifiers 

tended towards more bullying than low identifiers, there was actually no significant 

difference between high (M = 18.79, SD = 10.49) and low identifiers (M = 17.78, SD = 

8.43) in the bullying norm condition, F(1, 351) = .74, ns, partial η2 = .002.  Further, for 

both high and low identifiers, those assigned to the bullying norm condition were 

significantly more likely to directly bully the out-group than those in the helping norm 

condition, F(1, 351) = 45.30, p < .001, partial η2 = .11, and F(1, 351) = 6.10, p < .05, 

partial η2 = .02, respectively.  Figure 7.2 shows this interaction.   
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Figure 7.2.  The effect of group norm and group identification on direct bullying. 

 

A similar pattern of results was found for the dependent variable of indirect 

bullying (see Figure 7.3).  That is, a significant difference between high and low 

identifiers was found when the norm was helping, F(1, 351) = 19.65, p < .001, partial 

η2 = .05, but not when the norm was bullying, F(1, 351) = 1.05, ns, partial η2 = .003.  

High identifiers in the helping condition (M = 10.70, SD = 4.57) were less likely than 

low identifiers in the same condition (M = 13.60, SD = 4.84) to engage in indirect 

bullying.  In addition, both high and low identifiers were significantly more likely to 

indirectly bully others in the bullying rather than helping norm condition, F(1, 351) = 

53.45, p < .001, partial η2 = .13, and F(1, 351) = 10.89, p < .01, partial η2 = .03, 

respectively. 
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Figure 7.3.  The effect of group norm and group identification on indirect bullying. 

 

 The group norm x intra-group position interaction was also significant, F(2, 346) = 

3.03, p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  At a univariate level, this interaction reached 

significance for indirect bullying only, F(1, 347) = 6.07, p < .025, partial η2 = .02.  

Follow-up simple effects analyses revealed no significant difference between 

prototypical (M = 11.38, SD = 4.89) and peripheral members (M = 12.38, SD = 4.85) 

in the helping norm condition, F(1, 351) = 1.19, ns, partial η2 = .003.  However, in the 

bullying norm condition, prototypical group members (M = 16.89, SD = 6.50) were 

significantly more likely than peripheral members (M = 15.03, SD = 5.09) to indirectly 

bully the out-group, F(1, 351) = 5.81, p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  In addition, for both the 

prototypical and peripheral conditions, children assigned to the bullying norm 

condition were significantly more likely to indirectly bully the out-group than those 

assigned to the helping norm condition, F(1, 351) = 46.42, p < .001, partial η2 = .12, 

and F(1, 351) = 10.86, p < .01, partial η2 = .03, respectively. 

 The analysis also revealed that the previous effects were qualified by a significant 

group norm x intra-group position x group identification interaction, F(2, 346) = 3.47, 
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p < .05, partial η2 = .02.  At a univariate level, this effect was only significant for the 

dependent variable of indirect bullying, F(1, 347) = 5.49, p < .025, partial η2 = .02.  

Figures 7.4 and 7.5 depict this interaction.     
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Figure 7.4.  The effect of intra-group position and group identification on indirect 

bullying in the helping norm condition. 
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Figure 7.5.  The effect of intra-group position and group identification on indirect 

bullying in the bullying norm condition. 
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 Follow-up analyses revealed that in the helping norm condition, the interaction of 

intra-group position x group identification was not significant, F(1, 173) = 2.01, ns, 

partial η2 = .01 (see Figure 7.4).  For the bullying condition, however, the interaction 

was marginally significant, F(1, 174) = 3.40, p < .07, partial η2 = .02 (see Figure 7.5).  

Simple effects analyses revealed that when identification was high, prototypical group 

members (M = 18.08, SD = 7.30) were significantly more likely than peripheral 

members (M = 13.80, SD = 5.49) to indirectly bully the out-group, F(1, 174) = 7.67, p 

< .01, partial η2 = .04.  There was no significant difference between prototypical (M = 

16.11, SD = 5.86) and peripheral members (M = 15.40, SD = 4.95) when identification 

was low, F(1, 174) = .51, ns, partial η2 =.003.  Further, for both prototypical and 

peripheral members, no significant differences between high and low identifiers were 

found, F(1, 174) = 1.56, ns, partial η2 = .01, and F(1, 174) = .01, ns, partial η2 = .000, 

respectively. 

7.3 Discussion 

 The current study sought to build on Study 2, investigating further the effect that 

group norms, group identification, and intra-group position have on children’s bullying 

behaviour.  Initial analyses revealed significant effects for norms and intra-group 

position only.  However, supplementary analyses that utilised a median split of 

identification scores in order to enhance the separation of high versus low identifiers 

provided some suggestive evidence of an association between group identification and 

bullying.  These results are discussed in detail below.  

7.3.1 The Influence of Group Norms on Bullying 

 The findings of the present study indicate that a relationship between group norms 

and bullying behaviour exists among children.  As predicted, when children were 

informed that bullying, as opposed to helping, was normative within their team, they 
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reported being more likely to directly and indirectly bully members of the out-group.  

These findings are in line with propositions from SCT and SIDT, and provide evidence 

of the utility of applying a social identity perspective to childhood bullying.  

 The current study also extends prior cross-sectional research (i.e., Salmivalli & 

Voeten, 2004) by employing an experimental design to investigate the relationship 

between group norms and bullying behaviour.  Although group norms have been 

manipulated in two previous studies of children (Nesdale, Maass, et al., 2004; Ojala & 

Nesdale, 2004), in each of these instances attitudes rather than behavioural intentions 

were the outcome variables of interest.  Consequently, the current study is the first to 

show that group norms are influential in determining the extent of children’s bullying 

intentions.  By simply telling children that other members of their group approved of 

bullying, the reported likelihood that they too would engage in this behaviour 

increased.  This occurred without children having face-to-face contact with the group 

or even knowing who the other members were.  Thus, it could be argued that when on-

going contact occurs between group members, such as in real-life friendship groups, 

the impact of group norms on bullying behaviour would be even greater. 

7.3.2 The Influence of Intra-Group Position and Group Identification on Bullying 

 Results from the original analysis (reported in Section 7.2.3) revealed that the only 

significant effect involving either intra-group position or group identification occurred 

for the group norm x intra-group position interaction.  Even then, this interaction was 

significant only for the dependent variable of indirect bullying.  However, it appears 

that this lack of significant findings was due, at least in part, to limitations of the 

identification manipulation.  Although participants assigned to the high versus low 

identification condition reported significantly greater levels of identification, the effect 

size was extremely small when compared to those obtained for the group norm and 
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intra-group position manipulations.  On this basis, a further analysis was conducted, 

which utilised a median split on subjective identification scores to classify high and 

low identifiers.  While the results of this analysis need to be treated with some caution, 

given the post hoc construction of the groups, additional effects for group 

identification and intra-group position were found.  

 The supplementary analysis revealed a significant main effect for group 

identification, with high identifiers being less likely than low identifiers to bully the 

out-group, either directly or indirectly.  However, this effect was qualified by a group 

norm x group identification interaction, which showed the effect of identification to be 

significant for the helping norm condition only.  Children in the helping condition 

were less likely to bully the out-group if they reported a high rather than low level of 

identification, whereas there was no significant difference in the behaviour of high and 

low identifiers in the bullying norm condition.  Thus, these results provide only partial 

support for the hypotheses derived from a social identity perspective. 

 In part, the lack of significant differences between high and low identifiers in the 

bullying norm condition might be due to a social desirability bias.  Although such a 

bias is likely to have affected all participants, it could be argued that its impact would 

be most apparent in the bullying norm condition.  In this condition, children might 

have reported levels of bullying that reflect the upper limit of what they considered 

socially desirable behaviour and even a high level of identification might not have 

been enough to push them past this.  As a result, the study’s ability to find a difference 

between high and low identifiers in the bullying norm condition might have been 

restricted.   

 Within the helping norm condition, no further effects for intra-group position or 

group identification were found.  Specifically, with regard to intra-group position, 
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peripheral and prototypical members of helping groups were equally likely to engage 

in bullying.  Such a result contradicted the prediction that prototypical members would 

be less likely than peripheral members to bully the out-group.  Further, in contrast to 

expectations, no significant interaction between intra-group position and group 

identification was found.  

 One possible explanation for this lack of significant findings might be contained in 

the pattern of results obtained for indirect bullying (see Figure 7.4).  Specifically, these 

results suggest that participants in the prototypical low identification condition 

reported a greater likelihood of bullying than expected.  That is, whereas prototypical 

low identifiers were expected to be less likely than peripheral low identifiers to bully, 

the means revealed the opposite pattern.  Prototypical low identifiers also tended to 

report a greater likelihood of bullying than prototypical high identifiers, when the 

behaviour of these groups was predicted to be fairly similar.  However, although the 

unexpected responses of prototypical low identifiers can help to explain the lack of 

significant effects reported above, what is not immediately apparent is why these 

participants responded in such a way.  Consequently, further research is needed to 

explore whether such a pattern of results is replicable.     

 In contrast to the non-significant effects obtained for the helping norm condition, 

significant results were obtained in the bullying norm condition, in relation to both 

intra-group position and the intra-group position x group identification interaction.  

However, these effects were restricted to the dependent variable of indirect bullying.   

 With regard to intra-group position, both the original and supplementary analyses 

revealed that, as expected, children assigned to pro-bullying groups reported a greater 

likelihood of engaging in indirect bullying when they occupied a prototypical rather 

than peripheral position within the in-group.  This result is not surprising, given that 
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prototypical group members best represent what the group has in common (Turner, 

1991; Turner et al., 1987) and thus, by definition, should engage in greater normative 

behaviour than peripheral members. 

 In the supplementary analysis, a significant intra-group position x group 

identification interaction was also found for the bullying norm condition.  This 

revealed that, consistent with predictions, prototypical high and low identifiers were 

equally likely to engage in indirect bullying.  In other words, regardless of 

identification, prototypical group members were willing to engage in the normative 

behaviours that made them prototypical.   

 Such a finding raises the interesting question of what motivates children who are 

not highly identified with a group to behave in ways that make them prototypical.  In 

the current study, it could be argued that since children classed as both high and low 

identifiers displayed at least moderate levels of identification, commitment to the in-

group prompted their normative behaviour.  However, although further research would 

be required to test this proposition, it would seem that, even with low levels of 

identification, prototypical members must engage in normative behaviours in order to 

be considered prototypical.  Thus, in such situations, the in-group must serve some 

function that makes the low identifier willing to conform to norms.  In relation to 

bullying groups, it may well be that this function is self-protection.  That is, children 

who are not highly identified with a bullying group might still want to be members of 

such a group if it prevents them from being victimised.  However, to remain members, 

these children might have to engage in bullying themselves.  In future research, such a 

possibility could be explored. 

 In addition to finding no difference between prototypical high and low identifiers, 

the current study also failed to find a difference between peripheral high and low 
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identifiers in the bullying norm condition.  This finding contradicted the prediction that 

peripheral high identifiers would be more likely than peripheral low identifiers to 

engage in bullying in an effort to improve their intra-group position. 

 In attempting to understand why such an effect did not occur, the role played by 

peripheral low identifiers needs to be considered.  In addition to the non-significant 

difference described above, peripheral low identifiers were found to report a similar 

likelihood of indirect bullying when compared to prototypical low identifiers.  This 

finding was also surprising, given that, by definition, prototypical members should be 

more likely than peripheral members to engage in bullying.  Thus, in combination, 

these results suggest that peripheral low identifiers did not act in accordance with 

expectations, reporting a greater likelihood of bullying than predicted.  At present, the 

reason why this occurred remains unclear.  However, it should be noted that this effect 

was found only when the median split of identification was utilised in analyses and, 

therefore, further research is required to determine whether this effect is robust.  

 However, even if the unexpected responses of peripheral low identifiers are 

recognised, this does not help to clarify whether the likelihood of bullying among 

peripheral high identifiers increased as a result of attempts to become more 

prototypical.  Rather, the fact that highly identified prototypical members of bullying 

groups were more likely than highly identified peripheral members to engage in 

indirect bullying could be explained in one of two ways.  First, highly identified 

peripheral members might not increase their reported likelihood of bullying in order to 

improve their intra-group position.  Second, highly identified peripheral members 

might report an increased likelihood of bullying, but, given the extent of normative 

behaviour displayed by prototypical members, it did not reach this same level.  Further 

research is needed to investigate each of these possibilities.   
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 Such studies would also benefit from exploring the conditions under which highly 

identified peripheral members are motivated to increase their bullying behaviour in 

order to become more prototypical.  For example, Jetten, Branscombe, et al. (2002) 

found that, among peripheral members, those who anticipated becoming more 

prototypical displayed greater in-group bias than those who expected to remain 

peripheral.  Accordingly, peripheral members of bullying groups might only increase 

their bullying behaviour when they expect such action to lead to increased 

prototypicality.  The desirability of the in-group might also play a role and future 

studies could manipulate this variable (e.g., by altering group status) in order to 

explore whether this affected peripheral group members’ behaviour. 

 In future research, a particular limitation of the present study would also need to be 

overcome.  Specifically, it would appear that the manipulation of group identification 

requires strengthening.  Rather than providing participants in the low identification 

condition with no information, a statement that contrasts that for the high identification 

condition could be used.  If, by employing this manipulation, a clearer distinction 

between high and low identifiers could be obtained, it would represent an important 

advance.  In the current study, the only significant effects for group identification were 

obtained when the variable was measured, not manipulated, and thus, causal 

conclusions regarding the effect of identification on bullying behaviour cannot be 

made.  By developing stronger manipulations of identification, future studies will be 

able to clarify the nature of the relationship between these variables. 

 Additionally, attempts to reduce the likelihood of social desirability biases should 

be made.  As mentioned previously, such bias might have contributed to the lack of 

significant differences between high and low identifiers in the bullying norm 

condition.  It might also help to explain why greater effect sizes were generally 
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obtained for indirect rather than direct bullying.  That is, children might have viewed 

direct bullying as the more harmful of the two forms and consequently have been less 

willing to report the true likelihood of their engaging in this behaviour.  As a result, the 

ability of the current study to find significant effects for direct bullying could have 

been inhibited.  Since the use of face-to-face interviews is likely to have contributed to 

participants’ desire to respond in a socially desirable manner, further studies that allow 

responses to be made anonymously are recommended.  Further, given that even 

anonymous self-reports are open to social desirability biases, it might also be 

worthwhile to assess such bias and include it as a covariate in any analyses that are 

conducted.  

 Nevertheless, the results of the current study highlight the utility of the simulation 

paradigm for assessing the peer group’s role in childhood bullying.  Although 

children’s involvement in their ‘group’ was of a brief duration, and group members 

had no contact with each other, the pattern of findings obtained in the current study 

was similar to that obtained when naturally occurring friendships groups were utilised 

in Study 2.  Such a result provides support for the ecological validity of the simulation 

paradigm.  Given that this paradigm also has the advantages of allowing causal 

relationships to be investigated under controlled conditions, the continued use of this 

methodology in the area of childhood bullying is warranted.  

7.3.3 Conclusions 

 The findings of the current study provide further support for the relevance of social 

identity constructs to the problem of childhood bullying.  In particular, group norms 

appear to influence children’s bullying behaviour, with children more likely to become 

involved in bullying when other in-group members support such actions, rather than 

oppose them.  Group members’ level of identification and position in the group are 
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also related to bullying behaviour, although further research is required to clarify these 

associations. 

 Thus, in combination with the findings obtained in Study 2, the present results 

suggest that the group processes involved in childhood bullying can be better 

understood when considered from a social identity perspective.  By continuing to draw 

on this theoretical basis, future research will not only provide greater insight into how 

the group influences bullying, but also new ideas for the prevention of this harmful 

behaviour.  
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8.0 GENERAL DISCUSSION 

 This final chapter aims to provide an overview of the main findings of the current 

program of research.  Specifically, the results are considered in the context of those 

obtained in past research in order to highlight the contribution the present studies make 

to our understanding of childhood bullying.  Throughout this discussion, suggestions 

for future research are also proposed.  In addition, the practical implications of the 

current research are discussed. 

8.1 Main Findings and Their Implications for Understanding Childhood Bullying 

 The principal objective of the current program of research was to explore the utility 

of applying a social identity perspective to the problem of childhood bullying.  In order 

to achieve this aim, however, appropriate assessment tools needed to be designed.  

Consequently, Study 1 focussed on developing two peer-report questionnaires, one that 

assessed children’s involvement in bullying (the BQ) and one that measured the extent 

of other problem behaviours (the PBQ). 

 Both the BQ and PBQ were designed to overcome limitations of previous 

measures.  Specifically, the BQ improved on its predecessor, the PRQ (Salmivalli et 

al., 1996; Salmivalli, Lappalainen, et al., 1998; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004) by 1) 

employing specific behavioural statements and thus avoiding problems associated with 

use of the term “bullying”, 2) including statements relating to physical, verbal, and 

relational bullying, and 3) utilising factor analysis to determine whether it was 

appropriate to make a distinction between the roles of bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  

The PBQ also advanced on previous peer-report measures of problem behaviours by 1) 

assessing a broader range of externalising behaviours and 2) utilising peer-ratings 

rather than peer-nominations.  The exclusion of bullying items from the PBQ was also 
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necessary to ensure that when the relationship between bullying and problem 

behaviours was investigated (see Study 2), its strength was not artificially inflated. 

 Overall, the results of Study 1 supported the reliability and validity of these new 

questionnaires.  The one exception appeared to be the Pro-Social Behaviour subscale 

of the PBQ, which tended to show a reduced level of internal consistency.  Future 

efforts to improve the reliability of this subscale are therefore recommended.  

Nevertheless, the subscales of greatest interest to the current research (i.e., the four BQ 

subscales and the PBQ subscales of Rule-Breaking and Emotionality) were found to be 

psychometrically sound and were subsequently employed in Study 2. 

 The second and third studies both concentrated on exploring the role of the peer 

group in childhood bullying, focussing specifically on a social identity perspective.  

Thus, drawing on SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) and SCT (Turner et al., 1987), Study 2 

investigated whether the application of the constructs of within-group similarity, group 

norms, group identification, and intra-group position could enhance understanding of 

bullying within naturally formed friendship groups.  Study 3 then utilised an 

experimental paradigm to further explore the relevance of the latter three constructs to 

childhood bullying. 

 Overall, the results of Study 2 indicated that among naturally formed friendship 

groups, intra-group homogeneity in bullying behaviour was apparent.  In other words, 

children who belonged to the same group displayed comparable levels of involvement 

in bullying.  However, unlike previous studies that have focussed on within-group 

similarity in overall bullying only (e.g., Esplage et al., 2003; Pelligrini et al., 1999), the 

current research showed that more specific similarities were also evident; that is, for 

direct and indirect involvement in bullying, bullying via the harming of friendships, 

and physical presence during bullying. 
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 Further, Study 2 showed that bullying was not an isolated behaviour, but rather 

occurred in concert with a range of other problem behaviours.  Specifically, children 

who were involved in bullying were also more likely to break other rules and display 

heightened emotionality.  Within-group similarities in these problem behaviours were 

also evident. 

 It should be noted, however, that when age and gender groups were considered 

separately, the same extent of intra-group homogeneity was not always found.  Males 

in Grades 6 and 7 displayed greater within-group similarity than males in Grades 4 and 

5, whereas the reverse was true for females.  Given that this pattern of results tended to 

conflict with those obtained in previous studies of aggression (Cairns & Cairns, 1994; 

Cairns et al., 1988; Estell et al., 2002), further research is needed to determine whether 

the current findings are robust.  

 Both Studies 2 and 3 also found evidence highlighting the importance of group 

norms in relation to bullying behaviour.  Specifically, children who belonged to groups 

whose norms endorsed bullying were more likely to be involved in such behaviour 

than were members of groups that disapproved of bullying.  By studying experimental 

groups, in addition to natural ones, it can be concluded that group norms are influential 

in determining the extent of bullying behaviour children engage in.  In other words, 

when children belong to a group in which bullying is normative, they will attempt to 

ensure that their behaviour aligns with these norms.   

 These findings are significant as they extend past research in a number of ways.  

Whereas prior studies have found classroom norms to be associated with aggressive 

and bullying behaviour (Henry et al., 2000; Salmivalli & Voeten, 2004), Study 2 was 

the first to explore whether the same was true of friendship group norms.  Since it 

could be argued that children are likely to be most influenced by their closest friends, 
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the shift from classroom to peer group norms represents an important advance.  In 

addition, the two studies in the area that have previously utilised experimental 

simulations have focussed on the impact of group norms on children’s attitudes 

(Nesdale, Maass, et al., 2004; Ojala & Nesdale, 2004).  Thus, Study 3 was the first 

study to show that group norms also influence children’s intention to bully. 

 Results of the present research also indicated that intra-group position was a 

variable critical to the explanation of bullying behaviour.  That is, when group norms 

endorsed bullying, prototypical group members were more likely to be involved in 

such behaviour than were those on the periphery of the group.  This was true for both 

naturally and experimentally formed groups.  Since previous studies have only ever 

explored the relevance of group position to group phenomena among adults (Noel et 

al., 1995; Peres, 1971; Schmitt & Branscombe, 2001), the current research again 

represented an important advance.  

 The findings discussed thus far have important implications for the way in which 

bullying is conceptualised.  Since research in the area began in the late 1970s, the 

predominant focus has been on the individual bully and victim.  Although the current 

results do not rule out the possibility that some children engage in bullying 

independent of the group, they add to the growing body of research that suggests that 

the peer group has a significant role to play (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998; Craig, Pepler, 

et al., 2000; Esplage et al., 2003; O’Connell et al., 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1996).  In 

particular, the findings indicate that children who are involved in bullying tend to 

belong to the same peer networks.  Not only are these children involved in bullying, 

but also a range of other problem behaviours.  Rather than being considered aberrant, 

within these groups bullying is viewed as a normative behaviour.  Further, group 
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members who engage in the most bullying behaviour typically hold the most central, 

or prototypical, position within the group. 

 In contrast to the results presented above, the findings relating to group 

identification and the interaction of group identification and intra-group position were 

less consistent with a social identity perspective of bullying.  When natural friendship 

groups were studied, neither identification nor the identification x intra-group position 

interaction contributed significantly to the understanding of bullying.  Significant 

effects were found for the experimental groups, but only when high and low identifiers 

were classified on the basis of their self-reported identification score, rather than on the 

basis of the identification manipulation.  Even then, results did not fully correspond 

with expectations.  For instance, although high identifiers were less likely than low 

identifiers to be involved in bullying when group norms endorsed helping, no 

difference was found between high and low identifiers when group norms endorsed 

bullying.  Since SIT and SCT suggest that high identifiers should show greater 

conformity to group norms than low identifiers, the latter finding was somewhat 

surprising.   

 Results relating to the interaction of group identification and intra-group position 

also provided mixed support for the hypotheses.  When group norms endorsed 

bullying, the bullying behaviour of prototypical high and low identifiers was not 

expected to differ.  Results supported this prediction.  In contrast, peripheral members 

who highly identified with a pro-bullying group were expected to report a greater 

likelihood of engaging in bullying than peripheral low identifiers, in an effort to 

become more prototypical.  This prediction was not supported, with no difference in 

the behaviour of peripheral high and low identifiers found. 
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 Given the centrality of the concept of group identification to SIT and SCT, the lack 

of consistent findings regarding this variable is of concern, raising questions about its 

relevance to childhood bullying.  It is important to keep in mind, however, that in the 

current research, limitations to the measurement (Study 2) and manipulation (Study 3) 

of group identification were apparent.  In future research, these limitations need to be 

overcome in order for the relationship between group identification and bullying 

behaviour to be more accurately assessed. 

 Confidence in the utility of a social identity perspective of childhood bullying 

would also be increased if several additional avenues of research were explored.  For 

instance, although the present research emphasises the role of the group in relation to 

bullying behaviour, past studies have shown that both individual (e.g., Craig, 1998; 

Esplage et al., 2001; Lagerspetz et al., 1982; Olweus, 1978; Schuster, 1999; Slee & 

Rigby, 1993a; Sutton et al., 1999) and familial variables (e.g., Baldry & Farrington, 

1998, 2000; Bowers et al., 1992, 1994; Lowenstein, 1977; Olweus, 1980; Rigby, 1993) 

are significantly associated with bullying behaviour.  Thus, in future studies, efforts 

should be made to control for the more important of these variables.  If this was done, 

and social identity constructs continued to contribute significantly to the prediction of 

bullying, it would add further weight to the argument that bullying can be viewed as a 

group phenomenon. 

 In addition, for the application of SIT and SCT to gain widespread acceptance, the 

theories must be shown to be relevant not only to those involved in bullying, but also 

those who are victimised.  Thus, a necessary step in future research would be to 

explore whether a social identity perspective can aid in identifying victims of bullying. 

 Given that SIT is a theory of inter-group behaviour, the most rudimentary 

application of the theory would suggest that bullying involves in-group members 
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directing such behaviour towards members of an out-group.  More specifically, since 

SIT proposes that individuals are motivated to achieve and maintain a positive social 

identity (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Turner, 1975), and that this goal is accomplished by 

evaluating the in-group as positively distinct from relevant out-groups, it follows that 

groups which threaten this goal may be those that are targeted with bullying.  Threat 

might take a number of forms, including threat to the distinctiveness, status, or well-

being of the in-group.  Future research should therefore explore whether bullying 

behaviour is indeed directed towards members of groups that threaten the in-group in 

some way. 

 However, it is also important to note that Grotpeter and Crick (1996) reported that 

relationally aggressive children typically directed such behaviour towards their friends.  

Thus, when purely relational forms of bullying are considered, it might well be that 

victims of such bullying are actually members of the in-group.  In this instance, intra-

group position could be influential in determining which member is targeted, with 

those on the periphery of the group arguably at greater risk than those who are more 

central to the group.  Again, future research is needed to test this possibility.   

8.2 Practical Implications 

 The findings of the current study have significant implications for interventions 

that are designed to reduce or prevent bullying in schools.  In the past, the involvement 

of peers in anti-bullying programs has been advocated (e.g., Atlas & Pepler, 1998; 

O’Connell et al., 1999; Salmivalli, 1999; Salmivalli et al., 1997; Sharp, 1996; Sutton & 

Smith, 1999).  Specifically, it is often recommended that interventions include 1) skills 

training to ensure peers can intervene effectively when bullying occurs (e.g., Atlas & 

Pepler, 1998; Craig, Pepler, et al., 2000; Stevens, Van Oost, & Bourdeauhuij, 2000) or 

2) the use of peer supporters or peer counsellors who are trained to help those affected 
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by bullying (e.g., Cowie, 1998; Cowie & Olafsson, 2000; Menesini, Codecasa, Benelli, 

& Cowie, 2003; Naylor & Cowie, 1999).  Although such strategies are no doubt 

important in dealing with bullying, they do not focus specifically on the immediate 

friendship network of children who are involved in bullying others.  Since the current 

research indicates that children who bully cluster together in friendship groups, and 

that such groups support bullying via their norms, it would seem that any attempt to 

reduce or prevent bullying should include these groups in their focus. 

 A crucial part of any intervention program would therefore be to educate students, 

teachers, and parents regarding the role that the peer group plays in the problem of 

bullying.  Such training would be particularly important for teachers because it would 

allow them to intervene more effectively when bullying is identified.  Specifically, 

teachers may do well to recognise that disciplining a child who has bullied another 

might have little permanent effect if that child’s friendship network endorses their 

behaviour.  In such a situation, school personnel need to keep the wider social context 

in mind. 

 Thus, it would seem that attempts to change the norms of pro-bullying groups 

might be required to reduce group members’ involvement in bullying.  Two strategies 

that could be utilised to achieve this aim are the Common Concern method (Pikas, 

1989) and the ‘no blame’ approach (Maines & Robinson, 1991).  As part of these 

interventions, the victims’ feelings are shared with the students responsible for the 

bullying.  These students are then invited to think of responsible and constructive 

responses to the situation and to implement these solutions.  By assisting children to 

develop empathy for victims of bullying, such strategies might also be effective in 

altering the group’s pro-bullying norms.  Whether such norms are easily amenable to 

change, however, remains to be seen. 
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 Since group norms might be difficult to change once they are established, attempts 

to prevent pro-bullying norms from developing would also seem worthwhile.  In 

particular, programs promoting pro-social behaviour could be utilised to achieve this 

aim.  Before such programs were introduced, however, additional research would first 

be required to determine at what age such interventions should be implemented.  Since 

the current research showed that group norms supportive of bullying were apparent 

among 9- to 13-year-olds, studies of younger children (e.g., in preschool or Grade 1) 

are needed. 

 Finally, rather than concentrating solely on bullying, future interventions may 

benefit from a more broad-ranging focus.  This proposition is based on the fact that 

both current and past studies (e.g., Baldry & Farrington, 2000; Berthold & Hoover, 

2000; Bosworth et al., 1999; Esplage et al., 2001; Sourander et al., 2000) have shown 

bullying to be associated with other problem behaviours.  Thus, although the reduction 

of bullying should remain a central goal of interventions, other problem behaviours 

should also be targeted. 

8.3 Final Conclusions 

 In recent years, the role that the peer group plays in bullying has received 

increasing research attention.  However, the largely descriptive nature of prior studies 

has meant that the mechanisms underlying the peer group’s influence have gone 

unexplored.  By utilising concepts drawn from SIT and SCT to explain children’s 

involvement in bullying, the current research project represented an important 

advance. 

 Overall, the results of the present research were encouraging, supporting the 

application of a social identity perspective to childhood bullying.  However, for the 

peer group’s role in bullying to be fully understood, numerous further studies are 
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required.  Such research will not only extend our understanding of bullying, but also 

assist in the development of effective intervention programs aimed at reducing this all-

too-prevalent problem in schools. 
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Appendix A 

Original Version of the Bullying Questionnaire 
 

Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

Gender:  Male/Female (please circle) 

 
Instructions: 
On the following pages is a list of items that describe children’s behaviour.  For 
each item, you will be asked to rate how often you do these things.  You will 
also be asked to rate how often three of your classmates do these things.   
 
To do this, you will be given a list of four names (your own and three of your 
classmates).  Beside each name, you will also find a code number.  Carefully 
copy these code numbers into the space provided at the top of each page.  
PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
 
Next, read each item and think about how often each child does the behaviour 
described.  Please use the following scale to rate each behaviour: 
 
0 = never 
1 = hardly ever 
2 = sometimes 
3 = lots of the time 
4 = always 
5 = don’t know 
 
For example, if a child never engages in the behaviour described, please write 
a “0” for that item.  If they do it lots of the time, write a “3” for that item.  
Please continue until you have completed each item for all four children.  
PLEASE NOTE THAT NO OTHER CHILDREN WILL BE SHOWN THE 
RATINGS YOU MAKE. 
 
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, so please put down 
what you think.  Please work quietly and do not share your responses with 
other children. 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always  

Code Numbers     

1. Shares things with others     

2. Takes other people’s belongings   
and hides them     

3. Helps others when they are hurt     

4. Teases others in an unpleasant 
way     

5. Leaves others out of games and 
activities on purpose     

6. Trips others on purpose     

7. Passes on nasty rumours that 
other people have started     

8. Is friendly to others     

9. Encourages people who push, 
punch or kick others by shouting or 
cheering for them 

    

10. Makes nasty jokes about others     

11. Joins in when someone is 
being teased or called nasty names     

12. Comes to watch when 
someone is being pushed around     

13. Helps others with their 
schoolwork     

14. Won’t let people join their group     

15. Tears at other people’s clothes 
on purpose     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

16. Eggs on people who push, hit 
or trip others     

17. Agrees to leave people out of 
activities, once someone else has 
suggested it 

    

18. Tries to cheer people up when 
they are upset     

19. Scratches or pinches others for 
no reason     

20. Tells lies about others, behind 
their backs     

21. Stops someone from leaving 
when they are being teased or 
called nasty names 

    

22. Ignores other people when they 
try to join in     

23. Is usually present when others 
are being pushed, hit or kicked, 
even if they don’t join in 

    

24. Is nice to others     

25. Hits, slaps or punches others 
for no reason     

26. Stops being friends with people 
when someone tells them to     

27. Tries to ruin other people’s 
friendships     

28. Pushes or shoves others for no 
reason     

29. Says nasty things about others, 
behind their backs     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

30. Eggs on people who tease or 
call others nasty names     

31. Is usually present when 
someone is being ignored or left 
out 

    

32. Says nice things to others 
when they have done something 
well 

    

33. Pulls other people’s hair     

34. Backs up people who leave 
others out     

35. Calls others mean or hurtful 
names     

36. Laughs when someone else is 
pushed, tripped or hit     

37. When playing games, lets 
others have a turn     

38. Kicks others for no reason     

39. Says to others: “Let’s not play 
with him or her”     

40. Damages other people’s 
belongings on purpose     

41. Catches people so that others 
can punch, hit or kick them     

42. Encourages people to leave 
others out of their group     

43. Watches when people tease or 
call others nasty names     

44. Asks others to join in games or 
activities     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

45. Is usually present when others 
are being teased or called hurtful 
names, even if they don’t join in 

    

46. Tells others to stop liking 
certain people     

47. Joins in when someone is 
being pushed, hit or kicked     

48. Works well with others     

49. Threatens to hit or hurt others     

50. Says mean things about others 
within their hearing     

51. Laughs when someone else is 
ignored or left out     

52. Makes nasty phone calls to 
other people     

53. Tries to hurt others by throwing 
things at them     

54. Lets others borrow their things     

55. Tries to steal other people’s 
friends     

56. Holds onto someone who is 
being hit or kicked, so they can’t 
escape 

    

57. Laughs when someone else is 
being teased or called nasty names     

58. Spreads nasty rumours about 
others     

59. Gets along well with others     
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Appendix B 

Original Version of the Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 
 
 
 
Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

Gender:  Male/Female (please circle) 

 
Instructions: 
On the following pages is a list of items that describe children’s behaviour.  For 
each item, you will be asked to rate how often you do these things.  You will 
also be asked to rate how often three of your classmates do these things.   
 
To do this, you will be given a list of four names (your own and three of your 
classmates).  Beside each name, you will also find a code number.  Carefully 
copy these code numbers into the space provided at the top of each page.  
PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
 
Next, read each item and think about how often each child does the behaviour 
described.  Please use the following scale to rate each behaviour: 
 
0 = never 
1 = hardly ever 
2 = sometimes 
3 = lots of the time 
4 = always 
5 = don’t know 
 
For example, if a child never engages in the behaviour described, please write 
a “0” for that item.  If they do it lots of the time, write a “3” for that item.  
Please continue until you have completed each item for all four children.  
PLEASE NOTE THAT NO OTHER CHILDREN WILL BE SHOWN THE 
RATINGS YOU MAKE. 
 
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, so please put down 
what you think.  Please work quietly and do not share your responses with 
other children. 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

1. Polite to others     

2. Does as they are told by adults     

3. Bosses others around     

4. Disrupts others when they are 
trying to work     

5. Takes others’ things without 
asking     

6. Listens to the teacher     

7. Litters     

8. Copies others’ work     

9. Yells out in class     

10. Gets angry easily     

11. Shares things with others      

12. Makes marks on desks     

13. Blames others for things they 
have done     

14. Goes in areas that are out-of-
bounds     

15. Works quietly     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

16. Says rude things to adults     

17. Swears     

18. Does their homework     

19. Returns things they have 
borrowed     

20. Tries to get others into trouble     

21. Argues with the teacher about 
rules or instructions     

22. Leaves things untidy     

23. Shows off     

24. Finishes work on time     

25. Careless with books or other 
objects     

26. Makes rude signs at adults     

27. Dawdles in obeying rules or 
instructions     

28. Breaks promises     

29. Takes turns     

30. Writes on other people’s things     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

31. Gets into fights with others     

32. Cares if others are hurt     

33. Does as they are asked     

34. Calls adults names, behind 
their backs     

35. Annoys others     

36. Has trouble accepting criticism 
or correction     

37. Lies     

38. Argues with others     

39. Damages school property     

40. Cheats on schoolwork or 
games     

41. Cooperates with other children     

42. Produces work of a high 
standard     

43. Disrupts other children’s 
games     

44. Has temper outbursts     

45. Appears to be happy     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

46. Mean to animals     

47. Runs away from home     

48. Keeps things neat and clean     

49. Feels guilty after misbehaving     

50. Smokes     

51. Brags and boasts     

52. Ruins other children’s games     

53. Puts effort into whatever they 
are doing     

54. Pushes into lines     

55. Talks when the teacher is 
talking     

56. Stays out late at night     

57. Makes others laugh     

58. Disobeys rules     

59. Helps with tasks around the 
classroom     
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Appendix C 

Revised Version of the Bullying Questionnaire 
 

 

Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

Gender:  Male/Female (please circle) 

 
Instructions: 
On the following pages is a list of items that describe children’s behaviour.  For 
each item, you will be asked to rate how often you do these things.  You will 
also be asked to rate how often three of your classmates do these things.   
 
To do this, you will be given a list of four names (your own and three of your 
classmates).  Beside each name, you will also find a code number.  Carefully 
copy these code numbers into the space provided at the top of each page.  
PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THIS FORM. 
 
Next, read each item and think about how often each child does the behaviour 
described.  Please use the following scale to rate each behaviour: 
 
0 = never 
1 = hardly ever 
2 = sometimes 
3 = lots of the time 
4 = always 
 
For example, if a child never engages in the behaviour described, please write 
a “0” for that item.  If they do it lots of the time, write a “3” for that item.  
Please continue until you have completed each item for all four children.  
PLEASE NOTE THAT NO OTHER CHILDREN WILL BE SHOWN THE 
RATINGS YOU MAKE. 
 
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, so please put down 
what you think.  Please work quietly and do not share your responses with 
other children. 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always  

Code Numbers     

1. Shares things with others     

2. Takes other people’s 
belongings           and hides them     

3. Helps others when they are hurt     

4. Teases others in an unpleasant 
way     

5. Leaves others out of games and 
activities on purpose     

6. Trips others on purpose     

7. Passes on nasty rumours that 
other people have started     

8. Is friendly to others     

9. Encourages people who push, 
punch or kick others by shouting 
or cheering for them 

    

10. Makes nasty jokes about 
others     

11. Joins in when someone is 
being  teased or called nasty 
names 

    

12. Comes to watch when 
someone is being pushed around     

13. Helps others with their 
schoolwork     

14. Won’t let people join their 
group     

15. Rips other people’s clothes on 
purpose     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

16. Agrees to leave people out of 
activities, once someone else has 
suggested it 

    

17. Tries to cheer people up when 
they are upset     

18. Scratches or pinches others 
for no reason     

19. Tells lies about others, behind 
their backs     

20. Stops someone from leaving 
when they are being teased or 
called nasty names 

    

21. Ignores other people when 
they try to join in     

22. Is usually there when others 
are being pushed, hit or kicked, 
even if they don’t join in 

    

23. Is nice to others     

24. Hits, slaps or punches others 
for no reason     

25. Stops being friends with 
people when someone tells them 
to 

    

26. Tries to ruin other people’s 
friendships     

27. Pushes or shoves others for 
no reason     

28. Says nasty things about 
others, behind their backs     

29. Encourages people who tease 
or call others nasty names by 
clapping or cheering them 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

30. Is usually there when someone 
is being ignored or left out     

31. Says nice things to others 
when they have done something 
well 

    

32. Pulls other people’s hair     

33. Supports people who leave 
others out     

34. Calls others mean or hurtful 
names     

35. Laughs when someone else is 
pushed, tripped or hit     

36. When playing games, lets 
others have a turn     

37. Kicks others for no reason     

38. Says to others: “Let’s not play 
with him or her”     

39. Damages other people’s 
belongings on purpose     

40. Catches people so that others 
can punch, hit or kick them     

41. Encourages people to leave 
others out of their group     

42. Watches when people tease or 
call others nasty names     

43. Asks others to join in games or 
activities     

44. Is usually there when others 
are being teased or called hurtful 
names, even if they don’t join in 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

45. Tells others to stop liking 
certain people     

46. Joins in when someone is 
being pushed, hit or kicked     

47. Threatens to hit or hurt others     

48. Says mean things about others 
within their hearing     

49. Laughs when someone else is 
ignored or left out     

50. Makes nasty phone calls to 
other people     

51. Tries to hurt others by throwing 
things at them     

52. Lets others borrow their things     

53. Tries to steal other people’s 
friends     

54. Holds onto someone who is 
being hit or kicked, so they can’t 
escape 

    

55. Laughs when someone else is 
being teased or called nasty 
names 

    

56. Spreads nasty rumours about 
others     

57. Gets along well with others     
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Appendix D 

Revised Version of the Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 
 
 
 
Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

Gender:  Male/Female (please circle) 

 
Instructions: 
On the following pages is a list of items that describe children’s behaviour.  For 
each item, you will be asked to rate how often you do these things.  You will 
also be asked to rate how often three of your classmates do these things.   
 
To do this, you will be given a list of four names (your own and three of your 
classmates).  Beside each name, you will also find a code number.  Carefully 
copy these code numbers into the space provided at the top of each page.  
PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THIS FORM. 
 
Next, read each item and think about how often each child does the behaviour 
described.  Please use the following scale to rate each behaviour: 
 
0 = never 
1 = hardly ever 
2 = sometimes 
3 = lots of the time 
4 = always 
 
For example, if a child never engages in the behaviour described, please write 
a “0” for that item.  If they do it lots of the time, write a “3” for that item.  
Please continue until you have completed each item for all four children.  
PLEASE NOTE THAT NO OTHER CHILDREN WILL BE SHOWN THE 
RATINGS YOU MAKE. 
 
There are no right or wrong answers to these questions, so please put down 
what you think.  Please work quietly and do not share your responses with 
other children. 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

1. Polite to others     

2. Does as they are told by adults     

3. Bosses others around     

4. Disrupts others when they are 
trying to work     

5. Takes others’ things without 
asking     

6. Listens to the teacher     

7. Litters     

8. Copies others’ work     

9. Yells out in class     

10. Gets angry easily     

11. Shares things with others      

12. Makes marks on desks     

13. Blames others for things they 
have done     

14. Goes in areas that are out-of-
bounds     

15. Works quietly     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

16. Says rude things to adults     

17. Swears     

18. Does their homework     

19. Returns things they have 
borrowed     

20. Tries to get others into trouble     

21. Argues with the teacher about 
rules or instructions     

22. Leaves things untidy     

23. Shows off     

24. Finishes work on time     

25. Careless with books or other 
objects     

26. Makes rude signs at adults     

27. Slow to obey rules or 
instructions     

28. Breaks promises     

29. Takes turns in games or 
activities     

30. Writes on other people’s things     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

31. Gets into fights with others     

32. Cares if others are hurt     

33. Does as they are asked     

34. Calls adults names, behind 
their backs     

35. Annoys others     

36. Has trouble accepting 
correction from others     

37. Lies     

38. Argues with others     

39. Damages school property     

40. Cheats on schoolwork or 
games     

41. Works well with other children     

42. Produces work of a high 
standard     

43. Disrupts other children’s 
games     

44. Has temper outbursts     

45. Appears to be happy     
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers     

46. Mean to animals     

47. Runs away from home     

48. Keeps things neat and clean     

49. Feels guilty after misbehaving     

50. Smokes     

51. Brags and boasts     

52. Ruins other children’s games     

53. Puts effort into whatever they 
are doing     

54. Pushes into lines     

55. Talks when the teacher is 
talking     

56. Stays out late at night     

57. Makes others laugh     

58. Disobeys rules     

59. Helps with tasks around the 
classroom     
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Appendix E 

Teachers’ Version of the Bullying Questionnaire 
 

 
School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 
 
 

 
 
Instructions: 
On the following pages is a list of items that describe children’s behaviour.  For 
each item, you will be asked to rate how often several students in your class 
do these things. 
 
To do this, you will be given a list of names.  Beside each name, you will also 
find a code number.  These code numbers are also provided at the top of each 
page.  PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THIS FORM. 
 
Next, read each item and think about how often each child does the behaviour 
described.  Please use the following scale to rate each behaviour: 
 
0 = never 
1 = hardly ever 
2 = sometimes 
3 = lots of the time 
4 = always 
 
For example, if a child never engages in the behaviour described, please write 
a “0” for that item.  If they do it lots of the time, write a “3” for that item.  
Please continue until you have completed each item for all of the children on 
your list.  PLEASE NOTE THAT NO-ONE ELSE WILL BE SHOWN THE 
RATINGS YOU MAKE. 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always  

Code Numbers       

1. Shares things with others       

2. Takes other people’s belongings and 
hides them       

3. Helps others when they are hurt       

4. Teases others in an unpleasant way       

5. Leaves others out of games and 
activities on purpose       

6. Trips others on purpose       

7. Passes on nasty rumours that other 
people have started       

8. Is friendly to others       

9. Encourages people who push, punch 
or kick others by shouting or cheering for 
them 

      

10. Makes nasty jokes about others       

11. Joins in when someone is being 
teased or called nasty names       

12. Comes to watch when someone is 
being pushed around       

13. Helps others with their schoolwork       

14. Won’t let people join their group       

15. Rips other people’s clothes on 
purpose       

16. Agrees to leave people out of 
activities, once someone else has 
suggested it 

      

17. Tries to cheer people up when they 
are upset       

18. Scratches or pinches others for no 
reason       

19. Tells lies about others, behind their 
backs       

20. Stops someone from leaving when 
they are being teased or called nasty 
names 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers       

21. Ignores other people when they 
try to join in       

22. Is usually there when others are 
being pushed, hit or kicked, even if 
they don’t join in 

      

23. Is nice to others       

24. Hits, slaps or punches others for 
no reason       

25. Stops being friends with people 
when someone tells them to       

26. Tries to ruin other people’s 
friendships       

27. Pushes or shoves others for no 
reason       

28. Says nasty things about others, 
behind their backs       

29. Encourages people who tease or 
call others nasty names by clapping or 
cheering them 

      

30. Is usually there when someone is 
being ignored or left out       

31. Says nice things to others when 
they have done something well       

32. Pulls other people’s hair       

33. Supports people who leave others 
out       

34. Calls others mean or hurtful 
names       

35. Laughs when someone else is 
pushed, tripped or hit       

36. When playing games, lets others 
have a turn       

37. Kicks others for no reason       

38. Says to others: “Let’s not play with 
him or her”       

39. Damages other people’s 
belongings on purpose       

40. Catches people so that others can 
punch, hit or kick them       
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers       

41. Encourages people to leave 
others out of their group       

42. Watches when people tease or 
call others nasty names       

43. Asks others to join in games or 
activities       

44. Is usually there when others are 
being teased or called hurtful names, 
even if they don’t join in 

      

45. Tells others to stop liking certain 
people       

46. Joins in when someone is being 
pushed, hit or kicked       

47. Threatens to hit or hurt others       

48. Says mean things about others 
within their hearing       

49. Laughs when someone else is 
ignored or left out       

50. Makes nasty phone calls to other 
people       

51. Tries to hurt others by throwing 
things at them       

52. Lets others borrow their things       

53. Tries to steal other people’s 
friends       

54. Holds onto someone who is being 
hit or kicked, so they can’t escape       

55. Laughs when someone else is 
being teased or called nasty names       

56. Spreads nasty rumours about 
others       

57. Gets along well with others       
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Appendix F 

Teachers’ Version of the Problem Behaviour Questionnaire 

 
 
School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 
 
 

 
Instructions: 
On the following pages is a list of items that describe children’s behaviour.  For 
each item, you will be asked to rate how often several students in your class 
do these things. 
 
To do this, you will be given a list of names.  Beside each name, you will also 
find a code number.  These code numbers are also provided at the top of each 
page.  PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THIS FORM. 
 
Next, read each item and think about how often each child does the behaviour 
described.  Please use the following scale to rate each behaviour: 
 
0 = never 
1 = hardly ever 
2 = sometimes 
3 = lots of the time 
4 = always 
 
For example, if a child never engages in the behaviour described, please write 
a “0” for that item.  If they do it lots of the time, write a “3” for that item.  
Please continue until you have completed each item for all of the children on 
your list.  PLEASE NOTE THAT NO-ONE ELSE WILL BE SHOWN THE 
RATINGS YOU MAKE. 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers       

1. Polite to others       

2. Does as they are told by adults       

3. Bosses others around       

4. Disrupts others when they are trying 
to work       

5. Takes others’ things without asking       

6. Listens to the teacher       

7. Litters       

8. Copies others’ work       

9. Yells out in class       

10. Gets angry easily       

11. Shares things with others        

12. Makes marks on desks       

13. Blames others for things they have 
done       

14. Goes in areas that are out-of-bounds       

15. Works quietly       

16. Says rude things to adults       

17. Swears       

18. Does their homework       

19. Returns things they have borrowed       

20. Tries to get others into trouble       
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers       

21. Argues with the teacher about rules 
or instructions       

22. Leaves things untidy       

23. Shows off       

24. Finishes work on time       

25. Careless with books or other objects       

26. Makes rude signs at adults       

27. Slow to obey rules or instructions       

28. Breaks promises       

29. Takes turns in games or activities       

30. Writes on other people’s things       

31. Gets into fights with others       

32. Cares if others are hurt       

33. Does as they are asked       

34. Calls adults names, behind their 
backs       

35. Annoys others       

36. Has trouble accepting correction 
from others       

37. Lies       

38. Argues with others       

39. Damages school property       

40. Cheats on schoolwork or games       
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0 = never 1 = hardly ever  2 = sometimes 3 = lots of the time 4 = always 

Code Numbers       

41. Works well with other children       

42. Produces work of a high standard       

43. Disrupts other children’s games       

44. Has temper outbursts       

45. Appears to be happy       

46. Mean to animals       

47. Runs away from home       

48. Keeps things neat and clean       

49. Feels guilty after misbehaving       

50. Smokes       

51. Brags and boasts       

52. Ruins other children’s games       

53. Puts effort into whatever they are 
doing       

54. Pushes into lines       

55. Talks when the teacher is talking       

56. Stays out late at night       

57. Makes others laugh       

58. Disobeys rules       

59. Helps with tasks around the 
classroom       
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Appendix G 

The Participant Role Questionnaire 
 
 
 
Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

Gender:  Male/Female (please circle) 

 
 
 
BULLYING 
 
It is bullying, when one child is repeatedly exposed to harassment and attacks 

from one or several other children; harassment and attacks may be, for 

example, shoving or hitting the other one, calling him/her names or making 

jokes about him/her, leaving him/her outside the group, taking his/her things, 

or any other behaviour meant to hurt the other one. 

 

It is not bullying when two students with equal strength or equal power have a 

fight, or when someone is occasionally teased, but it is bullying when the 

feelings of one and the same student are intentionally and repeatedly hurt. 

 

 

 

Is there someone in your class who is being bullied?  Write his/her code 

number here.  If you think you are bullied yourself, also write your own code 

number! 

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________
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Now think how each student in your class behaves in a situation in which someone else is bullied.  Evaluate how well each student fits the 

descriptions given below.  Go item by item and first think, who behaves in the way described.  Then, mark “1” for those who do it sometimes, 

and “2” for those who do it often.  Leave an empty space for those students who do not behave in the way described.  Remember to evaluate 

yourself, too! 

 

Empty space = Never 

1 = Sometimes 

2 = Often 
 

Code Numbers              

1. Starts bullying 
      

  
     

2. Comes around to see the 
situation 

      
  

     

3.  Stays outside the situation 
      

  
     

4. Tries to make the others stop 
bullying 

      
  

     

5. Helps the bully by catching 
the victim 
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Continue the same way as you did on the previous page! 
 
Empty space = Never 
1 = Sometimes 
2 = Often 
 
Remember to evaluate yourself, too! 

Code Numbers              

6.  Comforts the victim or 
encourages him/her to tell the 
teacher about the bullying 

 

      

  
    

7. Always finds new ways of 
harassing the victim 

 
      

  
    

8.  Is not usually present in 
bullying situations 

 
      

  
    

9. Makes the others join in the 
bullying 

 
      

  
    

10. Joins in the bullying, when 
someone else has started it 

 
      

  
    

11.  Tells the others to stop the 
bullying  
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Continue the same way as you did on the previous page! 
 
Empty space = Never 
1 = Sometimes 
2 = Often 
 
Remember to evaluate yourself, too! 

Code Numbers              

12. Laughs  
      

 
     

13.  Does not take sides with 
anyone 

 
      

 
     

14. Incites the bully by shouting 
or saying “Show him/her!” 

 
      

 
     

15. Assists the bully  
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Appendix H 

Factor Analysis of the Participant Role Questionnaire (PRQ) 

 To identify the underlying factor structure of the PRQ, principal components factor 

analysis was conducted.  For the questions proposed to assess the roles of bully, 

assistant, reinforcer, defender, and outsider, average peer-rating scores were calculated 

and subsequently used in the analyses.  For the victim role, a score was calculated by 

determining the percentage of peers who nominated each child as a victim of bullying. 

 Initial examination of the distribution of scores for each item revealed that three 

items (i.e., “stays outside the situation”, “tries to make others stop the bullying”, and 

“does not take sides with anyone”) met the assumption of normality, whereas scores 

for the remaining 13 items were non-normally distributed.  As departures from 

normality are only problematic to factor analysis to the extent that they affect the 

observed correlations between variables (Hair et al., 1995), the correlation matrix was 

subsequently inspected.  Most correlations were found to be significant, with a 

majority greater than .30.  Therefore, factor analysis using the non-normal data was 

considered appropriate.  Nonetheless, one item, that assessing the victim role, did need 

to be removed from the analyses.  This was because it did not correlate above .30 with 

any other item. 

 Principal components factor analysis was then conducted using the remaining 15 

items.  Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2 = 5396.02, p < .001, indicating 

the data were appropriate for factor analysis.  Measures of sampling adequacy also 

supported the use of this technique, with the overall Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure 

calculated to be .93 and all individual measures above .80. 
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 The factor analysis revealed three factors with eigenvalues above one.  These 

factors explained 79.32% of the variance.  To assist interpretation, an oblique rotation 

was conducted, with the resulting factor structure shown in Table H1. 

 

Table H1 

Factor Structure of the Participant Role Questionnaire 

Item Factor 1 
Pro-Bullying 

Factor 2 
Defender of the 

Victim 

Factor 3 
Outsider 

Makes the others join in the bullying .93   
Incites the bully by shouting or saying 
 “Show him/her!” 

.93   

Always finds new ways of harassing the 
 victim 

.92   

Laughs .91   
Helps the bully by catching the victim .89   
Joins in when someone else has started it .89   
Assists the bully .88   
Starts bullying .83   
Comes around to see the situations .82   
    
Comforts the victim or encourages 
 him/her to tell the teacher about the 
 bullying 

 .88  

Tells the others to stop the bullying  .74  
Tries to make others stop the bullying  .59  
    
Does not take sides with anyone   .81 
Is not usually present in bully situation   .77 
Stays outside the situation   .58 
    
Eigenvalue 9.27 1.60 1.03 

Note.  Only factor loadings of .35 and above are shown, for ease of comprehension. 

 

 The first factor explained 61.78% of the variance and was labelled Pro-Bullying.  

This factor consisted of the nine items that had been proposed to assess the roles of 

bully, assistant, and reinforcer.  Therefore, rather than these roles being separate, they 

loaded on a common factor that assessed overall involvement in bullying.  The 

Cronbach alpha value for this subscale was .97. 

 The second factor explained a further 10.66% of the variance and was labelled 

Defender of the Victim.  The three items that loaded on this factor described 
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behaviours that were aimed at stopping the bullying.  Internal consistency for this 

subscale was above acceptable levels, with a Cronbach alpha value of .85. 

 The third factor, explaining 6.88% of the variance, was labelled Outsider.  The 

items that made up this factor indicated a lack of involvement in bullying, with the 

individual remaining outside bullying situations.  Cronbach alpha was calculated to be 

.69. 
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Appendix I 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis of the Bullying Questionnaire (BQ) and Problem 

Behaviour Questionnaire (PBQ):  Associated Results 

Table I1 

Unstandardised Factor Loadings and Factor Covariance Matrix for the BQ: Peer-

Report Data 

 Factors 

BQ items 
Direct 

Involvement 
Harming 

Friendships 
Physical 
Presence 

Indirect 
Involvement 

Takes other people’s belongings and hides 
 them 

 1.00    

Teases others in an unpleasant way 1.14 (.04)    
Leaves others out of games and activities on 
 purpose 

1.12 (.04)    

Trips others on purpose 1.06 (.05)    
Passes on nasty rumours that other people 
 have started 

  .97 (.04)    

Encourages people who push, punch or kick 
 others by shouting or cheering for them 

1.51 (.06)    

Makes nasty jokes about others 1.15 (.04)    
Joins in when someone is being teased or 
 called nasty names 

1.37 (.05)    

Comes to watch when someone is being 
 pushed around 

1.04 (.05)    

Won’t let people join their group   .93 (.06)    
Agrees to leave people out of activities, 
 once someone else has suggested it 

1.04 (.04)    

Ignores other people when they try to join in 1.05 (.05)    
Calls others mean or hurtful names 1.28 (.05)    
     
Stops being friends with people when 
 someone tells them to 

  1.00   

Tries to ruin other people’s friendships  .84 (.04)   
Tries to steal other people’s friends  .74  (.05)   
     
Is usually there when others are being 
 pushed, hit or kicked, even if they don’t 
 join in 

   1.00  

Is usually there when someone is being left 
 out 

  .69 (.05)  

Is usually there when others are being 
 teased or called hurtful names, even if 
 they don’t join in 

  .91 (.04)  

     
Catches people so that others can punch, hit 
 or kick them 

    1.00 

Makes nasty phone calls to other people     .80 (.05) 
Tries to hurt others by throwing things at 
 them 

    1.08 (.03) 

Holds onto someone who is being hit or 
 kicked, so they can’t escape 

    1.68 (.06) 

 continued 
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 Factors 

 
Direct 

Involvement 
Harming 

Friendships 
Physical 
Presence 

Indirect 
Involvement 

     
 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Direct Involvement 1.37 (.10)    
2. Harming Friendships 1.42 (.11) 2.19 (.19)   
3. Physical Presence 1.33 (.09) 1.26 (.14) 2.10 (.11)  
4. Indirect Involvement 1.62 (.09) 1.90 (.14) 1.84 (.11) 2.43 (.13) 
Note.  Standard errors are shown in brackets. 



Bullying in Schools  358 

Table I2 

Unstandardised Factor Loadings and Factor Covariance Matrix for the BQ: Self-

Report Data 

 Factors 

BQ items 
Direct 

Involvement 
Harming 

Friendships 
Physical 
Presence 

Indirect 
Involvement 

Takes other people’s belongings and hides 
 them 

 1.00    

Teases others in an unpleasant way 1.42 (.14)    
Leaves others out of games and activities on 
 purpose 

1.20 (.13)    

Trips others on purpose 1.72 (.17)    
Passes on nasty rumours that other people 
 have started 

1.50 (.15)    

Encourages people who push, punch or kick 
 others by shouting or cheering for them 

2.09 (.20)    

Makes nasty jokes about others 1.64 (.16)    
Joins in when someone is being teased or 
 called nasty names 

1.58 (.15)    

Comes to watch when someone is being 
 pushed around 

1.87 (.19)    

Won’t let people join their group   .96 (.12)    
Agrees to leave people out of activities, 
 once someone else has suggested it 

1.28 (.13)    

Ignores other people when they try to join in 1.32 (.14)    
Calls others mean or hurtful names 1.51 (.15)    
     
Stops being friends with people when 
 someone tells them to 

  1.00   

Tries to ruin other people’s friendships    .99 (.11)   
Tries to steal other people’s friends  1.02 (.12)   
     
Is usually there when others are being 
 pushed, hit or kicked, even if they don’t 
 join in 

   1.00  

Is usually there when someone is being left 
 out 

  .54 (.05)  

Is usually there when others are being 
 teased or called hurtful names, even if 
 they don’t join in 

  .78 (.06)  

     
Catches people so that others can punch, hit 
 or kick them 

    1.00 

Makes nasty phone calls to other people    1.06 (.10) 
Tries to hurt others by throwing things at 
 them 

     .65 (.05) 

Holds onto someone who is being hit or 
 kicked, so they can’t escape 

     .96 (.08) 

     
Factor Covariance Matrix     
 1. 2. 3. 4. 
1. Direct Involvement .29 (.05)    
2. Harming Friendships .36 (.07) 1.06 (.22)   
3. Physical Presence .45 (.06)   .58 (.13) 1.66 (.16)  
4. Indirect Involvement .71 (.08) 1.14 (.20) 1.24 (.15) 1.91 (.27) 
Note.  Standard errors are shown in brackets. 
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Table I3 

Unstandardised Factor Loadings and Factor Covariance Matrix for the PBQ: Peer-

Report Data 

 Factors 

PBQ items 
Rule-

Breaking 
Pro-Social 
Behaviour 

Emotionality 

Disrupts others when they are trying to work  1.00   
Takes others’ things without asking 1.29 (.04)   
Litters 1.26 (.05)   
Copies others’ work 1.02 (.04)   
Yells out in class 1.61 (.06)   
Makes marks on desks 1.48 (.06)   
Goes in areas that are out-of-bounds 1.55 (.06)   
Says rude things to adults 1.31 (.05)   
Makes rude signs at adults 1.68 (.06)   
Writes on other people’s things 1.37 (.05)   
    
Shares things with others   1.00  
Works well with other children  1.20 (.06)  
Feels guilty after misbehaving    .83 (.13)  
    
Gets angry easily    1.00 
Annoys others   1.57 (.07) 
Has trouble accepting correction from others   1.17 (.06) 
Argues with others   1.09 (.05) 
Has temper outbursts   1.37 (.06) 
Brags and boasts   1.06 (.06) 
    
Factor Covariance Matrix    
 1. 2. 3. 
1. Rule-Breaking  .92 (.06)   
2. Pro-Social Behaviour -.95 (.06)   1.40 (.10)  
3. Emotionality 1.01 (.06) -.1.13 (.08) 1.34 (.12) 
Note.  Standard errors are shown in brackets. 
 
 



Bullying in Schools  360 

Table I4 

Unstandardised Factor Loadings and Factor Covariance Matrix for the PBQ: Self-

Report Data 

 Factors 

PBQ items 
Rule-

Breaking 
Pro-Social 
Behaviour 

Emotionality 

Disrupts others when they are trying to work  1.00   
Takes others’ things without asking 1.19 (.09)   
Litters 1.11 (.11)   
Copies others’ work 1.34 (.10)   
Yells out in class 1.80 (.13)   
Makes marks on desks 1.60 (.13)   
Goes in areas that are out-of-bounds 1.79 (.12)   
Says rude things to adults 1.57 (.11)   
Makes rude signs at adults 1.87 (.17)   
Writes on other people’s things 1.36 (.12)   
    
Shares things with others   1.00  
Works well with other children  2.03 (.33)  
Feels guilty after misbehaving    .80 (.26)  
    
Gets angry easily    1.00 
Annoys others   1.15 (.10) 
Has trouble accepting correction from others   1.26 (.13) 
Argues with others   1.06 (.11) 
Has temper outbursts   1.08 (.10) 
Brags and boasts     .66 (.09) 
    
Factor Covariance Matrix    
 1. 2. 3. 
1. Rule-Breaking   .35 (.04)   
2. Pro-Social Behaviour  -.25 (.04)    .43 (.08)  
3. Emotionality   .37 (.05)  -.32 (.05) .60 (.10) 
Note.  Standard errors are shown in brackets. 
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Appendix J 

Social Network Assessment Measure 

 

 
 

Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

Gender:  Male/Female (please circle) 

 

 

INSTRUCTIONS: 

On the following pages are questions about the groups of children who hang 

out together in your class.  Please read each question carefully.  PLEASE 

NOTE THAT NO OTHER CHILDREN WILL BE SHOWN YOUR ANSWERS. 

 

PLEASE DO NOT WRITE ANY NAMES ON THIS FORM.  USE THE CODE 

NUMBERS THAT ARE PROVIDED.



Bullying in Schools  362 

1)  Are there people in your class who hang around together a lot?  
Please list the members of each group in the boxes below. 
When listing people, please write their code number, not their name.  If you 

belong to one of the groups, make sure you include your own code number.  

You do not have to fill in all of the boxes.  Just list the groups you can think of. 

Group A: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Group B: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Group C: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Group D: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Group E: 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Group F: 
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Group G: 
 
 
 
 
 

Group H: 
 
 
 

 

 

 

 

2)  Are there any people in your class who do not have a group?  Please 
write their code numbers here. 
_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________

_____________________________________________________________ 
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Appendix K 

Example Co-occurrence Matrix 

 
Code 898 890 896 888 893 891 895 899 908 904 906 905 901 907 902 903 909 900 889 897 892 894
898 19 16 16 12 8 3 3 2           2 1 2  
890 16 18 18 10 6 1 1 2               
896 16 18 18 10 6 1 1 2               
888 12 10 10 16 12 2 2 1           3 2 3 1 
893 8 6 6 12 16 5 5 4           4 2 3 1 
891 3 1 1 2 5 18 17 16           2 1 1 1 
895 3 1 1 2 5 17 17 16           1  1  
899 2 2 2 1 4 16 16 17               
908         18 17 17 6           
904         17 17 17 5           
906         17 17 17 5           
905         6 5 5 10 3 3 4 4 1 1     
901            3 17 17 12 9 9 6     
907            3 17 17 12 9 9 6     
902            4 12 12 16 12 5 4     
903            4 9 9 12 13 3 3     
909            1 9 9 5 3 9 7     
900            1 6 6 4 3 4 6     
889 2   3 4 2 1            16 13 13 11 
897 1   2 2 1             13 15 12 13 
892 2   3 3 1 1            13 12 14 10 
894    1 1 1             11 13 10 13 
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Appendix L 

Measure of Social Group Constructs 
 
 
 

 

Code Number: __________________________________ 

School: ________________________________________ 

Grade: _________________________________________ 

Date of Birth: ___________________________________ 

 
 
 
 
 
Instructions: 
On the following pages are a number of questions about the groups of children 
who hang out together in your class.  To help you answer these questions you 
will be given a list that includes the names and code numbers of the children in 
each group.  PLEASE READ THIS LIST CAREFULLY TO MAKE SURE YOU 
KNOW WHO BELONGS IN EACH GROUP. 
 
After you have read this list please begin answering the questions on this form.  
There are no right or wrong answers, so please put down what you honestly 
think.  Work quietly and do not share your responses with other children.  
PLEASE NOTE THAT NO OTHER CHILDREN WILL BE SHOWN THE 
ANSWERS THAT YOU GIVE.  
 
Finally, on the last page of this form, you will be asked to draw a picture of yourself.  PLEASE 
DO NOT WRITE YOUR NAME ON THIS PICTURE. 
 
 
 

Thank you for your participation 
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PART 1: 
 

In your class, there are eight groups of children who usually hang around together23. 
 

Children with the following code numbers belong to GROUP A: 
 

418 422 
419 424 
420 434 
421  

 

Please answer the following questions about GROUP A: 
 
A) Below is a list of behaviours that children may display.  Please place a tick in the 

box that shows how happy this group would be if one of its members displayed 
the behaviour stated. 

 

 Very 
happy Happy Not sure Unhappy Very 

unhappy 

1) Spent the weekend studying      

2) Joined in when someone was 
being teased or called nasty names      

3) Tried to ruin another person’s 
friendships      

4) Helped a child who was upset      

5) Was there when someone was 
being ignored or left out      

6) Made a nasty joke about another 
person      

7) Held onto someone who was 
being hit or kicked, so they couldn’t 
escape 

     

8) Joined a sporting team      

9) Stopped being friends with a 
person, when someone else told 
them to 

     

10) Passed on a nasty rumour that 
someone else had started      

11) Helped someone with their 
schoolwork      

12) Caught a person so that others 
could punch, hit or kick them      

13) Was there when someone was 
being teased or called hurtful 
names, even if they didn’t join in 

     

14) Made a nasty phone call to 
someone      

15) Did their homework      

                                                           
23 Participants were required to complete Part 1 (Questions A and B) for each group in their class.  
However, these questions are presented only once in this Appendix, for illustrative purposes. 
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B) Now think about each member of this group.  Please place a tick in the box that 
shows how much each person is the same as the other members of the group. 

 

 Not at all the 
same 

A little the 
same 

A fair bit the 
same A lot the same Almost exactly 

the same 

1)  418      

2)  419      

3)  420      

4)  421      

5)  422      

6) 424      

7) 434      

 
 
 
 
 

PART 2:
 

Please think about the group to which you belong.  Please place a tick in the box that 
shows how much you agree with the following statements: 

 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Unsure Agree Strongly 

agree 

1)  I am glad to be in the 
group I’m in      

2)  I think of myself as a 
member of this group      

3)  I feel strong ties to my 
group      

4)  Being a member of this 
group is important to me      
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Appendix M 

Questionnaire and Vignettes for Study 3 

 
Code Number: ______________ 
 
Script: ____________________ 
 
Date of Birth: _______________ 
 
 

RESPONSE BOOKLET 
 
 

1) My team likes playing sport at school. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
 
 
2) My team is helpful to others. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
 
 
3) My team sometimes teases others, leaves them out of games, or takes their things. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
 
 
4) I’m very similar to the others in my team. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
 
 
5) I behave in the same way as other members of my team. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
 
 
6) I think of myself as part of this team. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
 
 
7) It’s important to me to be in this team. 
 

Strongly 
disagree Disagree Slightly 

disagree Unsure Slightly 
agree Agree Strongly  

agree 
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STORY 1 
 
Today is the day of the drawing competition.  You arrive at the school where the 
competition is being held and find the other members of [colour] team.  You all sit 
down at the table you will be working at.  Next to you is [other colour] team’s table.  
No-one is there yet.  As the starting time for the competition gets closer, you see one 
of the members of [other colour] team arrive.  After sitting alone for a few minutes, the 
child from [other colour] team looks at your team and says “hello”. 
 
 
How likely is it that you would do the things listed below: 
 
1) Ignore the person who said “hello” and keep talking to your team. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
2) Say something mean about the other team. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
3) Ask them to come and sit with your team, until someone from their team arrives. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
4) Join in if someone from your team started teasing them. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
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STORY 2 
 
Now the drawing competition starts.  Your team and [other colour] team are asked to 
draw a picture of the Australian bush and the animals that live in it.  Your team draws 
their picture and begins to colour it in.  As you are doing this, your team notices that a 
member of the other team is upset because they think their picture isn’t very good. 
 
 
How likely is it that you would do the things listed below: 
 
1) Try to cheer them up by telling them their drawing is really good. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
2) Laugh when someone from your team made a nasty joke about the other team’s 

drawing. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
3) Say something mean about the person because they are upset. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
4) Ignore them and keep working on your team’s drawing. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
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STORY 3 
 
After finishing your drawing, it’s time for lunch.  But first, both teams need to pack up 
all the pencils and textas they’ve used.  The other team leaves one of its members to 
finish this job while the rest go to get lunch.  The person from [other colour] team is 
almost finished packing up when they knock the pencil case off the table and pencils 
and textas spill out everywhere. 
 
 
How likely is it that you would do the things listed below: 
 
1) Just keep packing up your team’s things. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
2) Pick up some of the pencils, but throw them to members of your team so the other 

team can’t get them back. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
3) Join in when one of your team members starts calling the person names because 

they made such a mess. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
4) Help them to pick up all the things they’ve spilled. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
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STORY 4 
 
After you’ve all eaten lunch, you go out to the oval and start playing a game with your 
team.  Some members of [other colour] team come over and ask if they can join in. 
 
 
How likely is it that you would do the things listed below: 
 
1) Agree not to let them join in, but only after someone else from your team has 

suggested this. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
2) Ignore them and just keep playing. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
3) Let them join in the game. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
4) Let them join in, but trip one of them over as they play. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
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STORY 5 
 
After lunch, the winners of the drawing competition are announced.  Your team has 
won.  [colour] team has beaten [other colour] team.  A member of [other colour] team 
comes up to your team to congratulate you. 
 
 
How likely is it that you would do the things listed below: 
 
1) Call their team mean names because they’d lost. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
2) Join in when someone else from your team starts teasing them about losing. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
3) Thank them and tell them their drawing was good too. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
 
 
4) Not listen to what they say and keep celebrating with your team. 
 

Very 
unlikely  Unlikely  A little bit 

unlikely  Unsure  A little bit 
likely Likely  Very 

likely  
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Appendix N 

Factor Analysis of Bullying Items for Study 3 

 To determine the factor structure underlying the 15 bullying items utilised in Study 

3, principal components factor analysis was conducted.  Initially, the distribution of 

scores for each item was examined, revealing that all violated the assumption of 

normality.  As departures from normality are of concern to factor analysis only to the 

extent that they reduce observed correlations (Hair et al., 1995), the correlation matrix 

was subsequently inspected.  All bivariate correlations were significant, indicating that 

factor analysis of the non-normal data was appropriate.  Furthermore, all items 

correlated with at least one other item at a level above .30. 

 Throughout the factor analytic process, two complex items were removed.  Each 

had factor loadings between .35 and .50 on two separate factors.  Consequently, only 

13 items were included in the final factor analysis. 

 For the final solution, Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant, χ2(78) = 3017.15, 

p < .001, indicating the data was suitable for factor analysis.  Measures of sampling 

adequacy were similarly supportive of factor analysis.  The overall Kaiser-Meyer-

Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was calculated to be .95 and all individual 

measures were above .92. 

 The factor analysis revealed two factors with eigenvalues greater than one.  These 

factors explained 64.73% of the variance.  To assist interpretation, an oblique rotation 

was conducted, with the rotated factor structure shown in Table N1. 

 The first factor, labelled Direct Bullying, accounted for 56.48 % of the variance.  

The items loading on this factor described both physical and verbal forms of bullying.  

For all items, the respondent was depicted as either initiating bullying of the out-group 
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or supporting another in-group members’ bullying behaviour (i.e., by joining in or 

laughing). 

 

Table N1 

Factor Structure of the Bullying Items 

Item 

Factor 1 
Direct 

Bullying 

Factor 2 
Indirect 
Bullying 

Pick up some pencils, but throw them to members of your team so the 
 other team can’t get them back (Vignette 3) .93  

Call their team names because they’d lost (Vignette 5) .91  

Join in when someone else from your team starts teasing them about 
 losing (Vignette 5) .90  

Let them join in, but trip one of them over as they play (Vignette 4) .87  

Join in when one of your team members starts calling the person names 
 because they’d made such a mess (Vignette 3) .87  

Say something mean about the person because they are upset (Vignette 2) .77  

Say something mean about the other team (Vignette 1) .58  

Join in if someone from your team started teasing them (Vignette 1) .56  

Ignore them and keep working on your team’s drawing (Vignette 2)  .88 

Just keep packing up your team’s things (Vignette 3)  .75 

Agree not to let them join in, but only after someone else from your team 
 has suggested this (Vignette 4).  .63 

Ignore them and just keep playing (Vignette 4)  .61 

Ignore the person who said “hello” and keep talking to your team 
 (Vignette 1)  .60 

   

Eigenvalue 7.34 1.07 

Note.  Only factor loadings of .35 and above are shown, for ease of comprehension. 
 

 The second factor accounted for 8.26% of the variance and was labelled Indirect 

Bullying.  The five items that loaded on this factor described bullying that was 

relational in nature.  Respondents were portrayed as either ignoring out-group 

members or excluding them from activities. 
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